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al 


divers matters, and providing forms of interim order and 
order for the appointment of a receiver. 


Section 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907. 
Mr. Justice Parker delivered a very lengthy judgment on 
the 26th of March in the case of Hatschek’s Patents, which was 
the first instance of an appeal to the court from a decision of 
the Comptroller under section 27 of the Patents and Designs 
Act, 1907. The Comptroller had revoked the patent (26 
R. P. C. 1), and on appeal the decision of the Comptroller was 
affirmed. The case was argued some time ago, and the learned 
judge reserved his decision until he had heard another 
appeal from the Comptroller, which was then pending 
(Bremer’s Patent, 26 R. P. C. 114). This appeal was subse- 
quently heard, but at the close of the arguments Parxsr, J., 
decided to allow the patentee an opportunity of adducing further™ 
evidence, and the case stands over for that purpose; but, as 
stated above, Parker, J., has delivered judgment in the Hatschek 
case. In so doing he dealt comparatively shortly with the 
particular case before him, but devoted the greater part of his 
judgment to a lengthy examination of the principles of, and 
procedure under, section 27, and in so doing dealt with a number 
of points which did not arise in the Hatschek case, although 
some of them arose in the Bremer case. So far as 
the judgment deals with these last-mentioned points, it can 
hardly be more than a collection of obiter dicta ; and we enter- 
tain great doubt of the propriety of a judge, when giving judg- 
ment in a case, expressing an opinion—or may we say purporting 
to decide—matters which do not arise in the case before him 
We propose hereafter to return to the consideration of some of 
the points in the decision. 
Non-disclosure of Charges Pending Against 
Prisoner at the Time of His Conviction. 
We vunperstanp that a circular has been addressed to the 
Recorders of a number of boroughs by the Secretary of State 
for the Home Department calling their attention to the case of 
Rex v. Syres, decided by the Court of Criminal Appeal on 
the 14th of November, 1908.. In that case the prisoner was tried 


23 








3909 —~—sS THE ~SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


& WEEKLY REPORTER. April 3, 19cq4 





— 





and received a sentence of twelve months’ imprisonment at Cam- 
bridge, other charges against him having been brought to the 
attention of the Recorder and taken into account in passing 
sentence. The prisoner was subsequently put upon his trial at 
Maidstone upon a charge of which the police were cognizant at 
the time of his conviction at Cambridge, but which was not 
brought to the attention of the court, and was, upon this charge, 
sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. The Court of Criminal 
Appeal held that charges against the prisoner ought not to have 
been kept back at Cambridge at the time when sentence was 
passed upon him and made the subject of future proceedings. 
They accordingly made an order reducing the sentence of penal 
servitude passed at Maidstone. A similar case has just been 
tried at the London Sessions, where it appeared that the charge 
had not been mentioned at the previous trial at Winchester of 
the prisoner for similar offences for which he was sentenced to 
twelve months’ imprisonment. The Chairman, after referring to 
the decision of the Court of Appeal, passed a sentence of twelve 
months’ imprisonment, to run concurrently with the other term, 
saying it was important that all the charges pending against a 
prisoner should at the earliest opportunity be brought to the 
attention of the court. 


Unqualified Persons Practising as Solicitors. 


THe sENTENCE inflicted by the Divisional Court on the 25th inst. 
in Re Treadgili makes an important change in the practice with 
regard to imprisonment for acting as a solicitor without being 
qualified. Technically, when an unqualified person acts as a 
solicitor in litigious proceedings his offence is a contempt of the 
court.in which the proceedings are taken, and he may be punished 
accordingly. This is under section 26 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, 
and in addition to any other penalty, he is liable to a fine of £50. 
Consequently, when a sentence of imprisonment is inflicted it is 
inflicted in respect of the contempt, and it has been the practice 
to send the offender to prison for an indefinite period, leaving 
him to take steps to procure his release as soon as he can prevail 
upon the court to take the view that he has purged his contempt. 
An indefinite sentence is, however, very unsatisfactory as a 
sentence, nor, even in cases where there has been a real contempt 
of court, is it, as a rule, expedient that the order should take this 
form. The matter was considered in Re Davies (21 Q. B. D. 236), 
and Martuew, J., there pointed out that in general the order of 
committal should fix a definite period of imprisonment, which 
should be commensurate with the gravity of the offence. It is, 

* perhaps, unfortunate that the offence committed by an unqualified 
person in acting as a solicitor should be punishable with imprison- 
ment. only indirectly, as being a contempt of court. If it is a 
suitable inatter for imprisonment at all, it would be better to 
make it a substantial offence, and to specify a definite sentence for 
it. This, in effect, however, is the result of the course adopted 
by the Divisional Court in the present instance, the order being 
for detention in prison, not indefinitely, but for a period of six 
months. 


Fortune-tellers in the West End. 


THE RECENT conviction of a widow before the police magistrate 
at West Ham for unlawfully pretending to tell fortunes by 
palmistry and clairvoyance has attracted some attention from 
the fact that the defendant, when served with the summons, said, 
“Why do you pick me out? The West End is full of them.” 
We believe that there was good ground for this statement, and 
that palmistry is practised openly in more than one fashionable 
street in the West End. But it must be remembered that a 
— for palmistry or fortune-telling is founded on the 

agrancy Act, 1824, by which every person pretending or pro- 
fessing to tell fortunes, or using any subtle craft, means, or 
device, by palmistry or otherwise, to deceive and impose on any 
of his Majesty’s subjects, is liable to be punished as a rogue and 
vagabond. In considering whether a fortune-teller in Bond- 
street has used any subtle craft, means or device to deceive and 
impose on those from whom he receives money, regard may 
reasonably be had to the education and means of knowledge 
possessed by them. They may be foolish enough to listen to 


they are in communication with someone who is possessed of 
supernatural powers. But in the case of fortune-tellers whogg 
dealings are principally with the poorer classes it is much easier 
to establish fraud and wilful imposition, and to shew that the 
circumstances under which money has been obtained arg 
analogous to any other case of false pretences. It has, indeed, 
been contended that the Vagrancy Act was aimed against the 
wandering and homeless, and is not applicable to a defendant 
who practises his fortune-telling and palmistry at a fixed 
residence. 
any definite class of impostors, but at all who craftily deceive 
simple people by fortune-telling or by pretending to have super- 
natural knowledge. There is little or no prospect of a repeal 
of modification of the Act, and the extent to which it is enforced 
will probably continue to be left to the discretion of the police. 


A Vendor’s Right of Rescission. 


THE GENERAL rule of the court is to construe contracts according 
to the intention of the parties as expressed in the language 
which they have used, unless this’would lead to some obvious 
absurdity; but in some contracts—especially where the parties 
have not entered into the matter on an equal footing—this prin- 
ciple is not carried out to its full extent, and the court refuses to 
sanction an arbitrary exercise of the strict contractual] rights. 
A familiar instance is afforded by the rescission clause usually 
inserted in contracts of sale. This is inserted in the interest of 
the vendor in order to give him a loophole for escape if incon- 
venient requisitions are pressed, and under the circumstances the 
courts have insisted that he shall not exercise the power 
capriciously: Re Starr-Bowkett Building Society and Sibun’s 
Contract (42 Ch. D., p. 383). When, however, the courts abandon 
the plain rules of construction and allow a stipulation to be 
effectual or not according to the conduct of the parties, there is 
a wide field for difference of opinion, and accordingly it is 
frequently difficult to say with any certainty when a power of 
rescission can be safely exercised. In this respect it is useful to 
compare the recent decision of Jorcz, J., in Re Simpson and 
Thomas Moy (Limited) (ante, p. 376) with that of the Court of 
Appeal in Re Jackson and Haden’s Contract (1906, 1 Ch. 412). 
In the latter case a vendor had no title to the minerals under pro- 
perty he was offering for sale, but he failed to disclose this in the 
conditions. He was apparently fully aware of his want of title, 
and it was held that he had failed in his duty to the purchaser, 
and he was not allowed to rescind. The recent case before 
Jorcg, J., was of a similar character, but it differed in that the 
vendor did not actually know of the defect in his title. Property 
was sold as freehold, but upon examination of the title it appeared 
that it was subject to a rent-charge. The purchaser required this 
to be redeemed, and the vendor, after offering to abandon the 
contract, claimed to rescind. Joycz, J., held that he was 
entitled to do so, for although he would have discovered the 
incumbrance if he had examined the title, his omission to do so 
was not such conduct as to deprive him of the benefit of the con- 
dition. It would have been more satisfactory, perhaps, had the 
principle of Re Jackson and Haden’s Contract been extended to 
cover this case. A vendor may be expected to ascertain the facts 
of his own title before entering into a contract for sale, and it is 
for him to discharge any existing incumbrances. But in the view 
of the learned judge, the case properly fell within the condition, 
and he allowed the vendor to rescind. 


Damages for Death of Miner. 

A pecision of great importance to owners of coal mines was 
given by the Court of Appeal last week in the case of David v. 
Britannic. Merthyr Coal Co. (reported elsewlfere). The action 
was one by the widow and children of a miner for damages 
for the death of the miner, who had been killed by an explosion 
in the defendants’ mine. The explosion had been caused by 
servants of the defendants wrongfully and negligently firing ® 
shot in the mine in utter disregard of the rules for safety laid 
down by the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887. The defence, 
which succeeded in the court of first instance, was that there 
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geribed and reasonable means of enforcing the statutory rules 
for safety; that the accident was entirely due to the negligence 
of fellow-servants of the deceased, and that the doctrine of 
common employment applied. The jury found a verdict on the 
facts consistent with this defence, and judgment was given for 
the defendants. The plaintiffs moved for a new trial. The 
rules which had been infringed are contained in section 49 of 
the Act, which provides that such rules.“ shall be observed, so 
far as is reasonably practicable, in every mine.’’ Clearly, 
therefore, if there was nothing more, an absolute duty appears 
to be imposed by the Act upon the owners, managers, miners, 
and every other person concerned in the working of the mine. 
Section 50, however, provides that every person who disobeys 
any of the said rules shall be guilty of an offence against the 
Act; and in the event of any contravention or noncompliance 
with the same by any person whatsoever, the owner, agent, and 
manager of the mine shall be guilty of an offence against the 
Act (and therefore liable to the prescribed penalty) “ unless he 
proves that he had taken al] reasonable means ”’ to prevent 
such’ contravention or noncompliance. At the trial no special 
evidence was called for the defendants to'shew that they had 
taken all reasonable means to enforce the rules; and CHANNELL, 
J., told the jury that section 50 applied only to criminal pro- 
ceedings, and that they should find for the defendants, unless 
they were of opinion that the defendants had connived at a 
breach of the rules. A majority of the Court of Appeal held 
that this was a misdirection. They held that section 49 created 
a statutory duty in the owners for the benefit of the miners ; 
that this duty was an absolute one, independent of the: provi- 
sions of section 50, which prescribed a penalty; and that no 
onus lay upon the plaintiffs to prove that the defendants had 
not taken all reasonable means to enforce the rules. They also 
held that the doctrine of common employment had no applica- 
tion where the action was founded on a breach of statutory 
duty; thus following the decision under the Factory Acts in 
Groves v. Lord Wimborne (1898, 2 Q. B. 402). Hence it is 
clear that coal mine owners may be liable to civil proceedings, 
although not guilty of an offence against the Acts; and the 
doctrine of common employment has suffered a further limita- 
tion. That famous doctrine seems likely before long to be 
reduced to nothing. Even where it is still applicable, it is 
seldom of much practical use to employers, for the injured 
servant probably has his remedy under the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act. 


The Rule in Clayton's Case. 


THE RULE in Clayton's case (1 Mer. 572) is often regarded as 
a rule of some difficulty, which is no doubt owing to the fact that 
so many people look upon all questions of account as involving 
questions of complexity. The rule, however, is extremely simple, 
and may be stated thus: Payments to and drawings against a 
current account are to be attributed to the earliest items on the 
opposite side of the account. The rule, moreover, is not a rigid 
rule of law, but a presumption of fact based upon the presumed 
intention of the creditor, and therefore does not apply where it 
appears that the creditor did not intend to make any appropriation. 
In Deeley v. Lloyd’s Bunk (reportedjelsewhere) it was sought to 
apply the rule so as to give the plaintiff's mortgage priority over 

¢ bank’s prier mortgage to secure the balance on a current 
account, but the court refused to apply the rule for the purpose 
of putting the plaintiff in a position which the parties never 
cnenpieied or intended. In the same case the court applied 
the well-known rule laid down in Hopkinson v. Rolt (9 H. E. C. 
514), that a mortgagee cannot tack further advances to his 
mortgage after notice of a subsequent incumbrance. This is a rule 

law, and not, asin Clayton's case, a presumption of fact, though 
of course it can be waived. The distinction, however, between a 
rule of law which can be waived and a presumption of fact which 
can be rebutted is not perhaps very both depending to a 
great extent on intention. Indeed, 2 ten Rca our law is based 
upon intention, and the presumption that everyone is deemed to 
Intend the consequences of his: own’ acts, which is, of course, a 
auton, socin, that the man in the street rarely looks be the 
of his nose. 


Ow 


There is, however, an important di erence | 





between a rule and a presumption, which is that a presumption is 
flexible and a rule is not; am nearly to the same aay and 
it is just this want of flexibility which so often causes our law to 
fall short of complete justice. From which it would appear that the 
law would be cag benefited if we had more presumptions and 
fewer rigid rules, 


A ‘‘ Dagger Brief.’’ 


In THE memoirs of the late Lord Hauiurton, by. Mr. J. B. 
Atay, recently published, there is a reference to a “dagger 
brief,” and in a note it is said that certain members of the bar, 
who rose eventually to the highest place in their profession, 
had an excusable, and not altogether unreasonable, objection 
to reading the mass of verbiage which often does duty for a 
brief. For them it was customary to issue a specially revised 
document, in which the material passages were marked with a 
dagger in red ink. The expression “dagger brief” is not, we 
believe, familiar to practitioners in the King’s Bench Division, 
but common law barristers in large practice have always been 
in the habit of availing themselves of the assistance of juniors 
in noting or preparing abstracts of their briefs. The form in 
which this assistance is given varies very much, according to the 
predilections of the person assisted. If he is endowed with more 
than ordinary quickness of perception, he will probably be im- 
patient of anything in the nature of minute detail, and will con- 
tent himself with a dry outline of the facts, arranged in order 
of date. If, however, his understanding is of a laborious and 
methodical character, he will have a stronger appetite for facts 
and figures, and be better pleased with an elaborate digest of the 
case. One of the most eminent advocates in mercantile cases 
has for many years been in the habit of writing out in full the 
argument which he has prepared for the court. His procedure 
may be contrasted with that of an eminent Crown officer, whose 
only notes were made in consultation on the back of his brief 
with a thick lead pencil. It was at one time the custom in 
preparing a brief to annex to it an epitome of the principal 
transactions of the case. But it was believed that in many cases 
a busy leader would be satisfied with a perusal of this epitome, 
and would pay little or no attention to the statement of the case, 
The epitome was in consequence discontinued. 


Order to Buy Shares at First Prices of the Day. 


Casgs turning on the constructiofi of orders for the purchase 
of stocks and shares are tolerably numerous in the English 
Reports, and they are by no means unknown to the French 
tribunals. The Ninth Chamber of the Court of Appeal of the 
Department of the Seine has just given its decision as to the 
circumstances which will excuse an agent from complying with 
an order for the purchase of shares. The hours of business on 
the Bourse at Paris are from twelve to three o’clock, unlicensed 
persons, including bankers, being allowed to transact business in 
part of the premises, known as the “coulisses.” A lady 
living in the provinces sent a telegram to her banker in Paris 
directing him to buy fifty specified shares at the first market 
prices of the day. On the next day she sent a second telegram 
in the same words as the first. This second telegram, owing 
to delays on the wires, did not reach the banker till 12.20. The 
banker executed the first order at a price which he found quoted 
at the opening of the Bourse, but which was higher than that 
obtained in several instances immediately after the commence- 
ment of business. On the following day, having received an 
order precisely similar at 12.20, he made no attempt to comply 
with it. His customer brought an action against him for breach 
of his duty as agent. She contended that he was in a dilemma. 


Either he had no right to execute the first order at the price - 


which he obtained, or he was bound to execute the second. The 


court gave judgment for the defendant, holding that, in the cir- - 


cumstances, the second order, having only reached the banker 
twenty minutes after the opening of the Bourse, could not be 
executed according to its terms, ¢.e., as an order to buy at the 
price current at the commencement of business. This decision 
was founded on evidence that between 12 and 12.20 there was 


considerable fluctuation in prices, and the court abstained from. 


deciding whether the banker would-have been warranted in 
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abstaining from executing the order if there had been no varia- 
tion in the price of the shares during the interval between 12 
and 12.20. This question seems to us ene of some difficulty, 
but we have little doubt that the actual decision of the court 
was in accordance with the reason of the transaction. 


The Administration of the Criminal Law in 
Egypt. 

THe sTRIKING advance which Egypt has made in civilisation 
and prosperity under British protection has unfortunately not 
been attended by a diminution in crime. -It is stated by Lord 
Cromer, in a chapter of his recent work on Egypt, that this 
prevalence of crime is due to the fact that the law does not 
inspire sufficient terror to evildoers. In no less than 56 per cent. 
of the crimes committed it was found impossible to discover the 
criminals, or, if they were discovered, to prove their guilt. This 
is owing to the peculiar conditions of Egyptian society, which 
often render it a matter of extreme difficulty to obtain evidence 
sufficient to warrant a conviction. Lord Cromer refers to a 
conversation which he had with a distinguished Frenchman well 
acquainted with the affairs of Algeria. This gentleman stated 
that certain districts lying in the Algerian Hinterland, where 
military law used to be applied, had recently been brought under 
the ordinary criminal codes. The comment of one of the principal 
Algerian Sheikhs on this change was curious. “ Then (he said) 
there will be no justice. Witnesses will be required.” The 
Sheikh was not in the least struck with the fact that, in the 
absence of witnesses, an innocent man might possibly be con- 
demned ; what struck him was that, as no one could be con- 
demned without witnesses, guilty people would generally escape 
punishment. Lord Cromer adds that this is precisely what is 
happening in Egypt. Englishmen, who are shocked at the idea 
of conferring upon justices the power to inflict punishment upon 
their own inquiry and view, without the assistance of witnesses, 
should remember that in some few cases, which in their nature 
require a speedy interference, this power has been expressly con- 
ferred by statute, and that a difficulty in securing the attendance 
of witnesses for the proof of criminal charges is not unknown in 
certain parts of the United Kingdom. 


Illegal Marriages. 

We neap that the Vicar of Stantonbury, near Wolverton, 
Buckinghamshire, haa recently announced that there was no 
licence for the celebration ©f marriages for the Church of St. 
James, although marriages to the number of one thousand had 
been celebrated there since the church was opened in 1850. The 
viear accordingly refused to read the banns for the weddings 
at Easter. It is stated that either the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners will make an order legalizing these marriages, or, should 
there be any doubt as to their power to make any such order, 
steps will be taken to procure a special Act of Parliament to 
remove the consequences of the irregularity. The usual course 
in the case of such irregularities is to invoke the assistance of 
the Legislature. Lord Wearsury, in a discussion on the Marriage 
Laws of the United Kingdom, observed that he had, in the 
course A his offictal career, occasion to observe that the proper 
licensing of churches and chapels for marriages was often 
néglected, and that he had, in consequence, been obliged to take 
steps to marry a number of persons retrospectively by Act of 
Parliament. 


~ * ‘ P 
The Executor’s Right of Retainer. 
Tus decision of the Court of Appeal two years ago in Re Sampson 
(1906, 2 Ch. 584), that, since Hinde Palmer's Act, an executor 
can exercise his right of preferring a simple contract debt as 
againet specialty debts, was bound to revive the question whether 
@ similar extension has been effected as regards his right of 
retainer. This has now been considered by Jorcy, J., He Jennes 


(ante, p. 376), but with the result that the extension, though 
apparently « necessary inference from the reasoning in He 
Sampuon, cannot be admitted in the face of the earlier decisions 
which have confined the exercise of the executor’s right to 
retain his simple comtract debt to cases where such retention will 
mA prejudice the testator’s specialty debts, 





Before Hinde Palmer’s Act .(the Administration of 
Act, 1869, 32 & 33 Vict. c. 46) simple contract and specialp 
debts stood for the purpose of administration upon a different 
footing, and the executor’s double right—the right to retain 
his own debt out of the assets and the right to pay creditorg 
(until judgment) in such order as he pleased—was exerciseable 
only as against debts of the same rank. Consequently the 
specialty creditors were not liable to have the fund for thejy 
payment diminished by the exercise of either of these rights ig 
favour of a simple contract debt. But by Hinde Palmer’s Ag 
the distinction between simple contract and specialty debts wag 
apparently abolished for the purpose of administration. In the 
administration of the estate of a deceased person no debt ig to 
be entitled to any preference merely because it is secured by an 
instrument under seal, but all the creditors of such person, as 
wel! specialty as simple contract, are to be treated as standing ip 
equal degree, and to be paid accordingly. The effect of this ag 
regards the usual application of the assets in payment of debts 
is, of course, clear. All the simple contract and specialty debts 
are in the same class, and are paid rateably out of the assets, 
But the statute did not direct how the special rights of an 
executor as to retainer and preference were to be affected, and 
this matter has been worked out, with varying results, by judicial 
decision. 

The first decisions appear to have béen given on the right of 
retainer, and as to this it was arguable that it had been either 
abolished by Hinde Palmer’s Act, or had been enlarged so as te 
be exerciseable in favour of a simple contract debt as against 
specialty debts. But neither of these views was accepted. The 
right was neither abolished, nor was it directly enlarged, but 
the effect of the Act was to enlarge it indirectly by increasing 
the fund available for simple contract debtors, and consequently 
giving to the executor a larger fund out of which he could retain 
his debt ; per Pearson, J., in Wilson v. Corwell (23 Ch. D. 764). 
In Re Jones (31 Ch. D. 440) Kay, J., adopted the same view. 
The statute did not abolish the right of retainer, nor did it 
extend the right so as to make it exerciseable against specialty 
creditors. “I do not think,’’ said the learned judge, “ that a 
statute, the object of which is to effect equality of distribution, 
should be construed to give incidentally the power to defeat 
specialty as well as simple contract creditors. I cannot help 
the conclusion that the Act, having augmented the fund for 
payment of simple contract creditors, has to this extent enlarged 
the right of retainer.’’ 

This being the effect of the statute as regards the right of 
retainer, the question arises whether the right of preference is 
similarly to be restricted within the old limits, and is to be 
exercised only as against creditors in the same degree. In Re 
Orsmond (58 L. T. 24) Kexewicn, J., held that the restriction had 
been removed, and that since all debts were, in administration, 
on the same level, and since the right of preference had not 
been abolished, it was exerciseable alike as against all creditors. 
In Re Hankey (1899, 1 Ch. 541). Norrn J., decided the con- 
trary. He considered that the question must be treated in the 
same way as the right of retainer; and since the right of 
retainer had not been extended so as to be exerciseable in favour 
of a simple contract debt against specialty creditors, neither had 
the right of preference been so extended» In Re Samson (supra) 
the Court of Appeal adopted the result in Re Orsmond, and over 
ruled Re Hankey, so that it is material to consider the grounds 
of their decision in order to see whether or no it affected the 
cognate case of the executor’s right of retainer. 

In the first place, it was held that Hinde Palmer’s Act had not 
abolished either the right of preference or the right of retainer. 
It directed that both simple contract and gpecialty creditors were 
to be paid upon the basis that they were af creditors standing @ 
the same degree, but it did not touch either the right of pre 
ference or the right of retainer. “It is quite plain,” 
Vavonaw Wustams, L.J., “that these two r’ghts are rights 
which may continue quite consistently with dealing with all the 
creditors asx standing in equal degree.’’ And both he @ 
Becker, L.J., pointed out that the effect of abolishing the right 
of preference would be to make it unsafe for the executor to pay 
any creditor in full if there was any suspicion of insolvency, unless 
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_the creditor had obtained a judgment in his favour. What, 
then, was the result of preserving the right of preference, and at 

“the same time making of the assets a common fund against 
which ‘both simple contract and specialty creditors had equal 
ights? In the view of the Court of Appeal it necessarily 
followed that the right of preference was now available against 
both classes of creditors. In the words which Vavenan WIL.IAms, 

_LJ., referred to as the basis of his judgment, the effect of the 
Act was to place all creditors, whether specialty or simple 
contract creditors, in the same degree, and therefore, when it 
continued the rights of preference and retainer, they were to be 
effectual against all creditors standing in the same degree, and 
the old distinction which put specialty creditors and simple 
contract creditors in different degrees was to be entirely 
abolished. 

It follows from this judgment that the principle of Re Samson 
applies as much to the right of retainer as to the right of 
preference, and the same view was apparently adopted by 
Moutton, L.J., though both he and Bucktuey, L.J., abstained 
from deciding the point. It is a question whether a judge 
of first instance cannot legitimately act upon opinions thus 
expressed, especially when they agree with his own, although he 
may be differing from previous decisions. In the present case 
of Re Jennes, Nevitizn, J., considered that he was not at 
liberty to adopt this course. There a debt of £2,253 was owing 
to the executor on simple contract, and there was a specialty 
debt of £2,000. The estate was insufficient to pay both. The 
executor claimed to retain against the specialty creditor, and 
Nevitiz, J., thought he was entitled to do so, both on principle 
and as a necessary inference from the judgments of the Court of 
Appeal in Re Samson ; but since the Court of Appeal in that 
case had expressly reserved the point, he did not think himself 
at liberty to decline to follow the earlier decisions on the right 
of retainer. Accordingly he decided that the right could not be 
exercised against the specialty creditor. The result, of course, 
tempts an appeal, and it will then have to be considered whether 
it is in fact possible to distinguish between the right of pre- 
ference and the right of retainer, so as to save Wilson v. Corwell 
(supra) and the other cases to which Nevinis, J., adhered. In 
other words, can the assets, after the statute, be divided into 
two funds in regard to which the two classes of creditors have 
different rights? Probably not, but to carry this out will be to 
enlarge the right of retainer, a right which is not a favourite 
of the courts. 








The Employment of Advocates and 
the Small Holdings Act. 


Tue profession at large appears to be realizing by degrees the 
serious injury inflisted upon both branches, but especially on the 
bar, by the Small Holdings Act, 1907. By that Act local 
authorities have power to take land compulsorily for the purpose 
of small holdings. Where a county council propose to purchase 
land compulsorily, the powers under the Act are put in force by 
an order which has to be confirmed by the Board of Agriculture 
and Fisheries. Before confirming such order, where any person 
interested in the land objects to the proposed order, the Board 
must cause a public inquiry to be held in the locality in which the 
land is situated. If after this inquiry has been held the order 
is confirmed, then, unless the compensation is agreed, there must 
follow an arbitration under the Land Clauses Acts. Tbe tribunal, 
however, is a single arbitrator appointed by the Board. In all 
probability, therefore, there are two sets of proceedings in each 
case where land is taken compulsorily, i.e, the ye pr and the 
arbitration. It is quite evident that either or both of these proceed- 
ings may be of the greatest possible importance to the owner of, 
and other persons interested in, the land. Nevertheless, it is 
vided that, neither at an inquiry nor atan arbitration, shall either 
counsel or expert witnesses be heard ag oe permission of the 
Board. Judging from the conduct of the 1 up to the at 
time it appears that this permission will be seldom, if ever, 
granted, 

It is, we submit, a gross injustice to deprive parties of the right 


== 
to be represented by counsel. “It isan extraordinary interference 
with liberty to forbid a man, whose property is being taken from 
him against his will, to use all the ordinary means of securing that 
he gets adequate compensation for the deprivation to which 3 has 
to submit ir the public interest. It is to be presumed that this 
provision was inserted in the Act with the idea of saving expense. 
But the Board have power to fix a scale of costs applicable to such 
proceedings, and can regulate by this means the costs payable by 
the local authority. Why then should the employment of counsel 
be forbidden? As things stand, the owner of land cannot have 
the assistance of counsel even if he is prepared, in all events, to 
pay the whole costs out of his own pocket. 

The provision is also unfair to solicitors, and probably very few 
of them approve of it. In most cases the owner of land must have 
legal assistance and must be represented at the hearing. As he 
cannot be represented by counsel, he must be represented by his 
solicitor. His solicitor, however, in very many cases does not care 
to act as an advocate ; he has not been accustomed to so act, and 
probably he cannot spare the time required. There never has been 
anything to prevent solicitors from acting as advocates in ordinary 
arbitrations under the Lands Clauses Acts. But how often do they so 
act? It is common knowledge that in almost every such case, of 
the least importance, solicitors employ counsel In the pro 
ceedings under consideration, however, a solicitor must either act 
as advocate himself or else employ another solicitor. In either 
case it may well be doubted whether there is any saving of 
expense. 

It must further be noticed that the mischief is not likely to stop 
where itis. There is now before Parliament a Bill for the improve- 
ment of towns, the Housing and Town Planning Bill. Under this, 
borough councils and other local authorities will have extended 
powers of compulsorily acquiring property—and property in many 
cases of great value. - But in this Bill there appears a precisely 
similar restriction as to the employment of counsel and expert 
witnesses, the only difference being that here the discretion lies 
‘vith the Local Government Board instead of with the Board of 
Agriculture. It does seem monstrous that some official in a 
Government office should have the power, without there being any 
appeal against his misuse of it, to decide whether or not a man is 
to be allowed to exercise the ordinary rights of a citizen in 
obtaining justice. 

There are a very large number of lawyers in the House of 
Commons—probably in no Parliament have there been more. It 
certain y does not speak well for the zeal of those gentlemen, or 
their loyalty to their profession, or the close attention they pay 
to the details of Bills, that this provision in the Small Holdings 
Act should ever have been allowed to pass. It is nota matter 
of party politics, and certainly it could never have become law 
in face of the opposition of the lawyers in the House. The 
Attorney-General, again, is the official head of the bar, and is 





It may well be asked whether he did a to to protect 
their interests in this matter, and whether he intends to protect 
them when the Town Planning Bill comes before Committee. 

As far as the past is concerned, the only thing to be done to 
mitigate the present state of affairs seems to be to bring press ire 
in the right quarter to secure that the anomalous discretion 
given to the 1 of Agriculture is exercised reasonably and 
with some propriety and discrimination. As to the future, it rests 
mainly with the legal Members of Parliament whether or no= a 
fresh injury is to be done to their profession and to the public. 
If these gentlemen once realize the importance of the matter we 
believe they will act in the direction which seems obvious. 
Further, we can bardly believe that Mr. Asqurra, Lord Lorgaven, 
Mr. Luoyp Grorer, or Mr. HALDANE wish to injure the profes- 
sion to which they owe their positions without very strong 
reason and the clearest proof that such injury is necessary in the 
interests of the public. 








It is related of the late Mr. Reader Harris, K.C., that he did mack 
work among the poor, and that some years ago, when a barglar made 
a raid on fis house, the K.C, was waited upon by a deputation af 





* peal burglars ** to express ve at the robbery, and give an assur 
We 


ance that the other fellow could not have been ‘Sa real burglar,’ 


supposed to have the interests of the profession in his keeping. 
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Company Law. 


THe Companres (ConsotipaTion) Act, 1908, WITH A GENERAL 
Survey or Earcrer ENacTMENTS, NOTES ON THE ACT, AND A 
CompPaRaTIVE TABLE OF THE OLD AND New Acts. By FRANK 
Evans and Humpsrey H. Kine, B.A., LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


The Companies Consolidation Act came into operation on the Ist 
’ inst., and the familiar Acts of 1862, 1867, 1890, 1900, and 1907, and 
other statutes are now things of the past. In their stead we have 
the 296 sections of the new Act, and though that professes only to 
consolidate the law, without amending it, yet the change will just at 
first necessitate a re-arrangement of the practitioner’s acquaintance 
with statute law. It isa great convenience, therefore, to have a hand- 
k ready in which the sections of the former Acts can be 
at once traced to the corresponding sections in the new 
Act, and in which the new sections are clearly annotated so 
as to show their connection with the previous law. This is the 
first and most obvious advant of Messrs. Evans and King’s 
book, and it is one which will make the book of great value to the 
practitioner. In due time, no doubt, the heavier works will get re- 
edited, and lawyers will be familiar with the new Act, and the earlier 
statute law will be consigned to oblivion ; but in the transition stage 
special assistance is required, and this is well given in the present 
work. with its comparative table of the old and new Acts and its 
notes to the new Act. The notes also include references to the more 
important cases ; those to section 192, for instance, which reproduces 
sections 161 and 162 of the Act of 1862, contain a convenient sum- 
mary of the recent cases on reconstruction, notably Bisgood v. Hender- 
son’s Transvaal Estates (1908, 1 Ch. 743). The work may be said 
to bring the current text-books up to date both as regards statute 
and case law. 





Guime To THE Compantes (ConsoLIDATION) Act, 1908, WITH 
Furt Expianatory Nores or att Cases REPORTED SINCE 
THe Year 1900, AND oF THE Statutory Provisions INTRO- 
DUCED BY THE Acts oF 1900 aND 1907. By CHaARLEs J. 
Astsury, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Manchester, James Collins & Co. (Limited). 


This work gives with annotations the text of the new consolidating 
Companies Act, and a table of references is inserted at the end so 
as to enable the sections of the statutes now repealed to be traced 
to the corresponding provisions of the new Act. The more recent 
amendments of company law—those which were introduced by the 
Acts of 1900 and 1907—are fully considered, and also matters to which 

ial attention bas been recently directed by judicial decisions. 

us the notes to section 89, which replaces section 8 of the Act of 
1900, and section 8 of the Act of 1907, explain the present law as to 
the payment of commission on subscriptions for shares ; those on 
section 93, which replaces the provisions of the same Acts as to mort- 
gages and charges, explain the requirements as to registration, and 
the changes which were made in 1907, and which are reproduced in 
the present Act, are indicated by difference of type ; and the notes to 
section 104, on reissue of debentures, state the cases which led to the 
Legislature introducing in 1907 this change in the law, and explain 
the present practice as to reissue. The subject of private com- 
panies and their exemption from many of the statutory require- 
ments incident to public companies is explained under section 121 
. sponding to section 37 of the Act of 1907—and very full con- 
sideration is given to the subject of reconstruction of companies as 
expounded by recent decisions. For use as an edition of the new 
statute the book would have been more convenient if greater pro- 
minence had been given to the text of the Act and less to the note ; 
this is, of course, purely a question of type and arrangement, but 
the matter of the book is full and carefully compiled. 


Students’ Guide to Stephen. 


Tae Isrexuepiate Law Examisation Mave Easy: Compcere 
Goive to Seiv-Peerazation 1s THe 15TH Epirion or Mr. 
Semseast Srerucs’s New Commentaries on THe Laws or 
Exciasp. By AteertGissos. Tuinteentu Eprrion. By the 
Author and H. Gissos Rivisctow and A. Cuirrorp FounTatny, 
_Solicitors. The “ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 
This book is probably as useful as any book of the kind could be 
mate. The disadvantages of a mere compendinum—Compendia sunt 
hapentia—are avoided, and its advantages greatly increased by the 
ample and uniform manner in which the student is invited, and 
almost compelled, not to rest satisfied with the abstract of the 
commentaries printed here, but to read the text-book itself. The 
addition of test papers, and points to be noted, at short intervals 
throughout, with the two appendices, make the book an ideal help 





the benefit of definite instruction. The present edition i, 
prepared specially for the 15th edition of the Commentaries. 


Books of the Week. 


Notes on the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, with Forms. 
By L. Wortuinaton Evans, Solicitor, and F, SSEwELL Cooper,M.A, 
-Barrister-at-Law. Charles Knight & Co. (Limited). 


Encyclopedia of the Laws of England, with Forms and Precedenty 





by the Most Eminent Legal Authorities. Second Edition, Revised 


and Enlarged. Vol. X1V.: Taxation to Zollverein. Sweet & Max. 
well (Limited). 

The Lawyers’ Manual of Reference, 1909 : being a Compendium of 
Useful Statutes Revised to Date and Grouped into Subject Sections, 
and Notes on Costs, Fees, Stamps, Income Tax, Estate, Lega , 
Succession Duty and Other Subjects. Editors : R. Grorrrey Euus, 
H. C. GutrertmpGce, Max A. Rospertson, C. JoHNston Epw 
- G. A. E. Ross, Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. William Green & 
sons. 


Treatise on the Conversion of a Business into a Private J.imited 
Company ; with Annotated Ferms of Memorandum and _ Articles of 
Association and other Documents and Observations on the Limited 
Partnerships Act, 1907. By Ceci, W. Turner, Barrister-at-Law, 
Second Edition. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited), 


ABC Guide to the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 ; Giving 
Information in Alphabetical Order on the Points most Frequently 
Arising with Reference to the Administration of Companies and the 
Legal Requirements Relating Thereto. By HEerpert W. Jorpan, 
Company Registration Agent. Third Edition. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 

A History of English Law. By W. 8. Hotpsworts, D.C.L, 
Barrister-at-Law. Vols. IJ. and III. Methuen & Co. 


New Orders, &c. 


The County Court Rules, 1909. 


These Rules may be cited as the County Court Rules, 1909, or 
each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of the County Court 
Rules, 1903, and had been numbered therein by the number of the 
Order and Rule placed in the margin opposite such Rule. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules means 
the Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 1903, 
or in any County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case 
may be. 

These Rules shall be read’ and construed as if they were con- 
tained in the County Court Rules, 1903. The forms in the Appen- 
dix shall be used as if they were contained in the Appendix to the 
County Court Rules, 1903, and’ when it is so expressed shall be 
used instead of the corresponding forms contained in such last- 
mentioned Appendix, or in the Appendix to any County Court 
Rules of subsequent date, as the case may be. 

Where any Rule or form hereby annulled is referred! to in any of 
the County Court Rules, 1903, or any County Court Rules of sub- 
sequent date, or in the Appendix to any of those Rules, the refer- 
ence to such Rule or form shall be construed as referring to the 
Rule or form hereby prescribed to be used in lieu thereof. 

ORDER X. 
SpeciaL DEFENCES. 
Order X., Rule 18 (2).—Proviso as to Gaming Acts, 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 109, s. 18; 55 & 56 Viet. ¢. 9.° 

The following paragraph shall be added to Rule 18 of Order X., 
viz. :— 

Nothing in this rule shall entitle a plaintiff to maintain an 
action contrary to the provisions of the Gaming Acts, 1845 or 1892, 
by reason of those Acts not having been pleaded as a defence. 

ORDER XIII. 
RECEIVER. 
Order XII1., Rule 15.—Forms of Ordersefor Appointment 
of Receivers. Forms 300s, 300z. 

2. The forms in the Appendix, with such modifications as may be 
necessary, may be used for interim or final orders for the appoint 
ment of a receiver by way of equitable execution. 

ORDER XXIII. 
JUVGMENTS AND ORDERS. 
Order XXIII., Rule 8a.—Amendment of Form 292. 


3. The words “ of the value of 2 ” shall be substituted for 
the words “or 2 








their value” in form 202 in the Appendix. 
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ORDER XXV. 
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 
Warrant of Delivery. 
Order XXV., Rule 69a.—Amendment of Form 295. 
4. The words “ of the value of £ ” shall be substituted for 
the words “or £ their value” where those words first occur 
in form 295 in the Appendix. 


ORDER XXXIX. 
ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 
Assessment of Damages. 
Order XXXIX., Rule 104a.—Taking Vouchers off the File. 

§. Original vouchers filed pursuant to Rule 97 may be taken 
off the file at any time, on filing a written consent of the adverse 
party, or without such consent at any time after judgment has been 
signed or the action has been otherwise disposed of ; and in either 
case the party taking such vouchers off the file shall file a receipt 


for the same. 
APPENDIX. 


Order XIII., Rule 15. 
300a. 


Interim Order for Appointment of Receiver. 


In the County Court of holden at 
No, of Plaint 
Between 
A.B., of &c., Plaintiff, 
and 
C.D., of &e., Defendant. 


Upon the application of Mr. Solicitor for the Plaintiff, 
and the plaintiff by his undertaking to be answerable for 
all sums to be received by the receiver hereinafter named. . 

It is ordered that be appointed without security until 
the day of next inclusive or further order to receive 
the rents and profits of the following property, that is to say, 


but without prejudice to the rights of any prior incumbrancer or his 
possession (if any), and the tenants of the said premises are (without 
prejudice as aforesaid) to attorn and pay their rents in arrear and 
growing rents to the said so long as he shall continue 
to be such receiver ; and that all questions as to 
assing his accounts and payments thereunder and all further questions 

reserved until further order. 

Defendant to be at liberty to apply in the meantime. 


Dated the day of , 19 
Registrar. 
Order XIII., Rule 15. 
300s. 
Final Order for Appointment of Receiver. 
In the County Court of holden at 
No. of Plaint 
Between 
A.B., of &c., Plaintiff, 
and 
0.D., of &c., Defendant. 


Upon hearing Mr. solicitor for the Plaintiff, and upon 
reading the affidavits of 

filed the day of , 19 , and upon hearing 
Mr. , solicitor for the defendant [or the defendant in 
person] [or the defendant not appearing in person or by solicitor), 


It is ordered as follows :— 

1, That ; of be and he is hereby appointed 
[if so ordered, without giving poy to receive the rents, profits 
and monies receivable in respect of the following property, that is to say : 


But this appointment is to be without prejudice to the rights of any 
prior incumbrancers upon the said premises, who may think proper 
to take possession of or receive the same by virtue of their respective 
securities, or, if any prior incumbrancer is in possession, then without 
prejudice to such possession. 

2, That the tenants of the said premises do (without prejudice as 
aforesaid) attorn and pay their rents in arrear and growing rents to 
such receiver, 

5. That the receiver be at liberty, if he shall think proper (but not 
otherwise), out of the rents, profits, and monies to be received by him, 
to keep down the interest, upon the prior incumbrances, according to 
on Priorities, and be allowed such payments (if any) in passing his 

unts, 

4. That the allowance to the receiver be 

5. That the total amount to be allowed for fees and costs (exclusive 
of the allowance to the receiver) shall be the amount provided by 
Order XIII., Rule 14, of the County Court Rules, 1903. 

6, That the receiver shall not without leave of the judge receive more 


than the amount required to keep 
cumbrances, and to provide for the allowance to the receiver and 


registrar the balance in his hands in pursuance of 
Order XIII. aforesaid within 12 calendar months from the date of 
this order, or so soon as the amount receivable by him under the 

ceding clause of this order has 
oe gf or whenever he may be called yy by the registrar so to do. 


Se ae eheet wee coe 


allowed fees and costs of obtaining this order, and to pay to the 
plaintiff what shall be due to him im respect of the debts and costs 
due to him, amounting to £ for debt and £ for costs, 


making together the sum of £ 


a3 t the receiver shall submit his accounts and over to the 
Rules 4 to 7 of 
been received, whichever shall’ fist 


. That the sums paid into court by the receiver shall be —ve in 
€es 


or towards satisfaction of the allowance to the receiver, and 


and costs of obtaining this order, and the amount due to the plaintiff 
in respect of debt costs as aforesaid ; but if there shall be no sums 
received or the amount shall be insufficient to satisfy such fees and 
costs as aforesaid, then upon the certificate of the registrar being 
given stating the amount of the deficiency (such certificate to Le given 


after ing the final account) the amount of the deficiency so ccrtified 
pred “ paid by the defendant to the registrar for the use «f the 
plaintiff. 


9. That the balance (if any) remaining after making the several pay- 
ments aforesaid shall-be paid by the receiver into court to the it 
of this action, subject to farther order. 

10. Where the judgment is against a married woman, a widow, or a 
divorced woman, under Form 151a, paragr 1, 2, or 3, add— 

Provided that nothing in this order shall authorize the receiver to 
receive any portion of the above-mentioned property of the defendant 
which consists of separate estate of the defendant which she is [or was 


-during her coverture] restrained from anticipating, unless by reason of 


section 19 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, such property 
shall be available to satisfy the judgment obtained in this action not- 
withstanding such restriction. 

1l. [f security is ordered, add— 

And it is ordered that the receiver do on or before the day 
of give security pursuant to Order XIII., Rule 2, of the 
County Court Rules in the sum of £ . 

[And, if so ordered, and the plaintiff undertaking to be answerable 
for the acts and defaults of the said receiver until such security is 
given, it is further ordered that the receiver be at liberty to act at 


once. ] ; 
12. And lastly it is ordered that any of the parties are to be at liberty 
to apply to the Court as there may be occasion. 


Dated this day of ° 
Registrar. 
We, William Lucius Selfe, William Cecil Smyly, Robert Wood- 
fall, Thomas ©. Granger. and H. Tindal Atkinson being Judges of 
County Courts appointed to frame Rules and Orders for regulating 
the practice of the courts and forms of proceedings therein, having 
by virtue of the powers vested in us in this behalf framed the fore- 
going Rules and Orders, do hereby certify the same under our 
hands and submit them to the Lord Chancellor accordingly. 
(Signed) Wa. L. Serre. 
Wa. Cecr Swrur. 
R. Woopratt. 
T. C. GRancEr. 
H. Trypat ATKINSON. 
Approved, 
Signed’ Loresvry, C. - 
Herseat H. Cozexs-Harpr, M_R. 
Rotanp L. Vacvenan Wittiams, LJ. 
R, J. Parxer, J. 
CHRISTOPHER JAMES. 
James S, Braue, Pres. Law Soc. 


I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the 
19th day of April, 1909. 


(s ) Loresvrn, C. 
The 18th day of March, 1909. 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


Ornper oF THE Boarp or Traps, paTep 29rm Marce, 1909, waxive 
Reautations unperR Secrrons 93 (1) anp 274 oF ree Compantes 
(Consonrpatron) Act, 1908 (8 Epw. 7, c 69), anp Prescrisine 
Forms ror THE Purposss oF THAT ACT. 

Whereas by Section 93 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
it is provided that copies of certain mortgages or changes created out 
of the United Kingdom to be delivered to the Registrar under that 
section shall be verified in ibed ; 


And whereas by Section 274 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, notice of any alteration in certain instraments np eg ey 
filed with the istrar, by companies incorporated outside United 
Kingdom is required to be filed with the Registrar within the pre 
seri time ; 

And whereas by Section 118 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 


1908, it is provided that the forms set forth in the Third Schedole 





thereto, or forms as near thereto as circumstances admit, Shall be 
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used in all matters to which those forms refer, and that the Board of 
Trade may alter or add to the forms in the said Third Schedule ; 

And whereas by the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, certain 
documents are required to be filed with the Registrar in the prescribed 
form; 

And whereas by Section 285 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, ‘‘ prescribed ’’ means as respects the provisions of that Act other 
than those relating to the winding up of companies prescribed by the 
Board of Trade ; 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade do hereby prescribe that— 

1. A copy of a mortgage or charge created out of the United 
Kingdom, comprising solely property situate outside the United 
Kingdom delivered to the Registrar under the provisions of Sec- 
tion 93 (1) of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, shall be 
certified to be a true copy under the seal of the company, or 
under the hand of some person interested therein otherwise than 
on behalf of the company ; 

2. Notice of any alteration required to be filed with the Regis- 
trar by a company incorporated outside the United Kingdom under 
the provisions of Section 274 (1) of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, shall be filed within twenty-one days after the date 
on which particulars of the alteration could, in due course of post 
and if despatched with due diligence, have been received in the 
United Kingdom from the place where the company is incorporated. 

The Board of Trade further prescribe and direct that the Forms 
hereinafter set forth shall be used for the purposes of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908. 

Winston 8. CHURCHILL. 

Board of Trade, the 29th day of March, 1909. 


[There is a very lengthy collection of Forms.] 





ORDER OF THE BoaRD or TRADE, DATED 29TH Marcu, 1909, PRescrIBING 
Fees on RecistrRaTion or Certain Documents, &cC., UNDER THE 
Companies (Consotipation) Act, 1908. 


Whereas by Section 93 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
it is provided that the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies shall, on 
payment of the prescribed fee, enter in the register certain particulars 
with respect to every mortgage or charge created by any company after 
the commencement of the said Act and requiring registration under 
the said section, and that the register shall be open to inspection by 
any person on payment of the prescribed fee not exceeding 1s. for 
each inspection. 

And whereas by Section 94 of the said Act it is provided that the 
Registrar shall, on payment of the prescribed fee, enter into the regis- 
ter of mortgages and charges the fact of an order having been ob- 
tained for the appointment of a receiver or manager of the property 
of a company. 

And whereas by Section 285 of the said Act the expression ‘“‘ pre- 
scribed ’’ as used in Sections 93 and 94 means prescribed by the Board 
of Trade. 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade do hereby prescribe that the 
following fees shall be payable :— 

For registering under Section 93 (1) and 93 (2) of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, any mortgage 
or charge created by a company— 

Where the amount of the mortgage or charge does not £ «. d. 


exceed £200 Av me pe ee a oe 
Where it does exceed £200 By ce a 
For registering particulars of a series of debentures 

under Section 93 (3) of the Companies (Consolida 

tion) Act. 1906 
Where the total amount secured by the whole zeries 

does not exceed £200 ... 010 0 
Where it does exceed £200 ae 6B 


For registering the appointment of a receiver or 
manager of the property of a company under Sec- 
tion 94 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 0 5 0 
For inspecting the Register of Mortgages and 
charges— is 
For each inspection ; , 010 
Winston 8S. Cuvrcnity. 
Board of Trade, the 29th day of March, 1909. 


High Court of Justice. 
EASTER VACATION, 1909. 
Norice. 
There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 
During the Easter Vacation, all applications “ which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Eve. 
Mr. Justice Eve will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, April 
&h. to Monday, April 19th, both days inclusive. | 
His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursda 
April 15th. On other days within the above period, applications qn 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or, if necessary, 
personally 
In the care of applications to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by book post or parcel, pre- 
paid, accompanied by fice copies of the affidavits in support of the 





application, and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed 
by counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to 
and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, addressed ag 
follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 
W.C.” 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application 
at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of 
Justice. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


TORRENS’ DIVORCE BILL. 2nd and 15th March. 
Divorce (IRELAND)—DECREE A MENSA ET THORO—CO-RESPONDENT NOT 
WITHIN THE JURISDICTION—No AcTION FoR DamaGes_ INsSTITUTED 
AGAINST CO-RESPONDENT—E VIDENCE—P ROCEDURE. 








Where a decree a mensa et thoro has been obtained by the husband in 
the Irish courts, but owing to the co-resnondent cited not being within 
the jurisdiction, no action at law could be brought against him:— 

Held, that the facts alleged by the petitioner being strictly proved, 
the House could order a bill to dissolve the marriage of the petitioner 
with his wife to be read a second time. 


In this case the husband, James Thomas Torrens, a domiciled Irish- 
man, presented a bill to have dissolved his marriage with Enid Maud 
Torrens, and to enable him to marry again. So far as material, the 
facts are as follows: The petitioner had obtained on the 2nd of 
December, 1908, in the King’s Bench Division (Matrimonial) Court, 
Ireland, a decree of divorce a mensa et thoro on the ground of the 
wife’s adultery at various times with Josef Liebner de Kaknasi, styling 
himself Baron von Liebner, a Hungarian subject. The suit was un- 
defended, and Baron von Liebner had never come within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court. On the 2nd of Mareh a petition was presented to 
the House asking that substituted service of a copy of the bill and of 
the order for the second reading thereof and of all other orders in 
connection therewith might be made on Messrs. Lewis & Lewis, who 
had intimated that they were authorised to accept service on behalf of 
Mrs. Torrens, whose present addréss abroad was unknown to the 
petitioner. Their lordships granted the application. 

March 15.—The bill came up for second reading. Counsel in 
support of the second reading said there had been no action of 
crim. con. taken against the co-respondent in Ireland, because he was a 
foreigner resident abroad, and had never come within the jurisdiction 
of the courts. It had always been the practice of this House in cases 
in which the petitioner was the husband to require either that an action 
at law had been brought against the co-respondent or a satisfactory 
reason adduced for not having done so. [Lord Loresurn, C.—The 
letters written by the wife are, I think, ample evidence of her mis- 
conduct. Is it necessary to call further evidence?] 1t would be neces 
sary to give, in these circumstances, evidence not merely sufficient to 
satisfy that House, but also to satisfy the Commons’ Committee, and 
therefore the incriminating statements made by the wife would have to 
be corroborated. Evidence was then given by the petitioner and three 
other witnesses. [Lord Loreburn, C.—Is there a precedent for this 
House allowing the second reading of the bill where no action for 
crim. con. has been instituted by the petitioner ?] An action of crim. con. 
could be dispensed with. In Boileau’s Bill (1845, 77 H. L. J. 96) the 
adulterer was absent from the country, and the House, after requiring 
strict evidence of that fact, read the bill a second time. In Webster's 
Divorce Act, 1851, the circumstances were similar to the present—the 
co-respondent never having come within the jurisdiction of the courts 
(see Roberts on Divorce Appeals, p. 17)—and the bill was then read a 
second time. No one appeared for the respondent. 

Lord Loresuven, C.—I think the case. for the petitioner has been 
established, and I move that the bill be read a second time. 

Lords AsHspourne and Macnacuren concurred. The motion was 
therefore agreed to.—Counset, for petitioner, Harrison, K.C. (of the 
Irish Bar) and James Roberts. Soricrrons, Sanderson, Adkin, Lee, & 
Eddis, for W. J. Shannon, Dublin. 

[Reported by Enusxine Resp, Barriater-at-Law.] 





Privy Council, 


UNITED SHOE MACHINERY CO. OF CANADA » BRUNET AND 
OTHERS. 23rd March. 


Fravp—Conrract—Ciause Creatina a Pracrican Monopoty IN 
Certain CLiAsses or Macnines-—RepupiaTion. 


The appellants had acquired a practical monopoly in Canada for the 
sale of machines used in the process of the manufacture of boots and 
shoes. They leased their paved oF to customers for the term of twenty 
years, the leasea containing a clause which ran as followa :—' The 
leased machinery ehall not, nor shall any part thereof, be used in the 
manufacture af any boots, shoes, or other footwear which are or shall be 
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welted, or the soles stitched on welt sewing, or sole-stitching machines 
not leased to the lessee by the lessor or its asst ,orin the manufacture 
of any turn boots, shoes, or other footwear the soles of which are or shall be 
attached to their uppers by turn-sewing machines not leased to the 
lessee by the lessor or its assignor, or in the manufacture of any boots, 
shoes, or other footwear which have been or be lasted, ge io 
slugged, heel seat nailed, or otherwise partly made by the aid of any 
lasting or pegging or metallic machinery not leased to the lessee by the 
lessor or its assignor.’’ In an action for breach of this clause, brought 
by the appellants against the respondents in Canada, the respondents 
successfully pleaded inter alia (1) that they had been induced to take 
the machines under an impression fraudulently brought about by the 
conduct of the appellants that the appellants had the sole patent rights 
of these machines, and that if they used machines by other makers they 
might be liable in actions ag infringement ; and (2) that the covenant 
creating in effect a monopoly was void as being in restraint of trade. 

Held, that the appellants were entitled to judgment, as there was no 
evidence that, immediately on, or at least within a reasonable time 
after, their discovery of the fraud, the respondents had elected to avoid 
the lease, and accordingly repudiated them. A contract into which a 
person may have been induced to enter by false and fraudulent repre- 
sentation 1s not void, but merely voidable at the election of the person 
defrauded after he has had notice of the fraud. Unless and until he 
makes his election, and by word or act repudiates the contract, or 
expresses his determination not to be bound by it (which is but a form 
of repudiation), the contract remains as valid and binding as if it had 
not been tainted with fraud at all. 

Clough v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (LZ. R. 7 Ex. 26), 
approved by Lord Blackburn in Erlanger v. New Sombrero —— 
Co. (3 A. ¢. 1218), and by Lords Watson and Davey in Aaron’s fs 
v. Twiss (1896, A. C., at pp. 290 and 294), followed. 


In this case the plaintiffs appealed from a final judgment of the 
Court of King’s Bench of the Province of Quebec (Appeal side), affirm- 
ing a judgment of the Superior Court of that Province whereby certain 
contracts entered into between the appellants and the respondents were 
declared to be null and void, and the action of the appellants for an 
injunction to restrain the respondents from continuing to violate some 
of the most material provisions of these contracts, and to recover 
damages for past breaches of the same, was dismissed. The appellants 
are manufacturers in Canada of certain machines, and importers into 
Canada of other machines made and used for certain processes in the 
manufacture of shoes. The respondents are boot and shoe manufac- 
turers in the City of Quebec. By various leases the appellants in 1903 
and 1904 leased machines to the respondents, each lease containing a 
clause that the demise was. for twenty years, and that the leased 
machine should not be used in the process of the manufacture of any 
boot or shoe, any part of which boot or shoe was not “lasted, pegged, 
slugged, heel. seat nailed, or otherwise partly made by the aid of any 
lasting or pegging or metallic machinery not leased to the lessee by the 
lessor or its assignor.’’ These leases were referred to as ‘‘ the leases sued 
on,”’ and in addition to the ‘leases sued on,”’ the appellants granted to 
the respondents leases of other and additional machines, referred to in 
the case as the ‘‘allied machines,’ whose function was to perform 
certain processes in the manufacture of shoes ancillary to those per- 
formed by the machines first mentioned. The different machines, the 
jury found, did not ‘‘ necessarily form one complete system ’’; but the 
leases stipulated that they should be ‘‘ used as a complete system.” In 
May, 1905, the respondents informed the appellants that they had dis- 
continued the use of the five ‘‘ allied machines,’’ and requesting the 
appellants to remove them. This request was repeated again in June, 
but not complied with, and in July the appellants obtained an inter- 
locutory injunction restraining the respondents from using in the manu- 
facture of ts and shoes the machines demised by the , dhe sued on 
in conjunction with machines not leased to them by the appellants. The 
action was then brought praying that the interlocutory injunction might 
be declared perpetual, and that the respondents might be condemned to 
pay to them damages to the amount of $10,000 and costs. The defence 
was (1) that the plaintiffs had not the patent in these machines as they 
represented they had, and so falsely induced the defendants to become 
lessees under an implied threat that, by using other machines, they 
might be liable to an action based on infringement of patent; and (2) 
that by reason of the one monopoly which the appellants had 
acquired in Canada in boot-making machinery, the covenants in the 
“leases sued on” were in restraint of trade and therefore illegal and 
void as against public policy. The jury returned answers to questions 
left them that amounted to a finding that the respondents did not 
before action brought avoid the contract, but the Canadian courts held 
that the second defence was good, and entered judgment for the defen- 
dants, and discharged the injunction. The arguments were heard 
before a board consisting of Lords Macnaghten, Atkinson, Collins and 
Gorell Barnes, and judgment was reserved. 

Lord Arxryson, in delivering the opinion of the board, after stating 
the facts at great length, said: A party defrauded could not avoid one 
part of a contract and affirm another part, unless, indeed, the two parts 
Were so severable from each other as to form two independent contracts. 
Nothing of the kind existed in the present case, for the covenant in the 
ease which was objected to merely prescribed the mode in which the 
thing demised was to be used. For those reasons their lordships were 
clearly of opinion that the respondents had failed to sustain their first 
defence. It remained to consider the second defence. With all 
respect to the learned judges from whose decision this appeal had been 
taken, their lordships did not think that the case of Nordenfelt v, 
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Maxim align éc., Co. (1894, L. R. A. C. 535), or authorities of | 
that class, could have any application to this case. In each of them 
the person restrained from trading had granted, presumably for 
adequate consideration, some property, privilege, or right to the person 
who desired to impose the restraint upon him, and, in order that the 
latter might receive, without injury to the public, that for which he had 
paid, the contract imposing the restraint was held to be valid only where 
the restraint was in itself reasonable in reference to the interests both of 
the contracting parties and of the public. If the monopoly established 
by the appellants, and their mode of ang on their business, be as 
oppressive as was alle (upon which their lordships expressed 
no opinion), then the evil, if it existed, might be oy of cure by 
legislation or by competition, but, in their view, not by litigation. It 
was not for them to suggest what form the legislation should take, or by 
what methods the necessary competition should be established. These 
matters might, they thought, be safely left to the ingenuity and enter- 
prise of the Canadian people. On the whole, therefore, their lordships 
were of opinion that P 0a A defences could not be sustained, 
and that the appellants were entitled to have the injunction they 
obtained made perpetual. As the respondents have broken their con- 
tract, the appellants must, despite the finding of the jury that they 
sustained no damage, be entitled to nominal » Rene but to nothing 
more. Their lordships: would therefore humbly advise His Majesty 
that this appeal should be allowed, and the interlocutory injunction be 
declared perpetual, and judgment to be entered for the appellants for 
nominal damages of $1, with costs there and below.—CounsgL, Sir 
Robert Finlay, K.C., Astbury, K.C., The Hon. T. Chase Cosquin, 
K.C. (of the Canadian Bar), and C. H. Sargant, for the appellants; @. 
G. Stuart (of the Canadian Bar), Harmar Greenwood, and Horace 
Douglas, for the respondents. Soxicrrors, Bristows, Cooke, & Carp- 
nad: Stephenson, Harwood, & Co. 
[Reported by Ensxixe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


SAXBY ». FULTON. No. 1. 23rd-25th March. 


Gaminc—Foreicn Gaminc—Money Lent Asroap ror Gaminc—Ruicut 
to Recover—Gamine Acts, 1710 (9 Anne, c. 14), s. 1, anp 1835 
(5 & 6 Wu. 4, c.°41), s. 1. 


The plaintiff lent money to a friend while at Monte Carlo, which he 
knew would mainly be used for playing roulette at the Casino. 

Held, that, as gambling at the Casino was not illegal at Monte 
Carlo, where the contract was made, the money advanced could be 
recovered back in an action instituted in the English courts. 

Quarrier v. Colston (1 Ph. 147) followed. 

Decision of Bray, J. (24 7. L. R. 856), affirmed. 


This action was brought by Mr. John Saxby against the defendant 
Miss Fulton, as the executrix of the late Mr. W. E. Brook, formerly a 
solicitor, to recover the sum of £4,000 and interest lent by the plaintiff 
to Mr. Brook. The defence was that the money had been borrowed by 
the deceased gentleman mainly for the purpose of gambling at the 
roulette tables at Monte Carlo, and therefore was not recoverable in 
this country. Bray, J., who tried the action, held that the plaintiff 
could recover, following Quarrier v. Colston (1 Ph. 147), and from 
that decision the defendant appealed. 

VaucHan Wituiams, L.J., in dismissing the appeal, said that Lord 
Lyndhurst, in 1842, when presiding in the Exchequer Chamber—the 
Court of Appeal as then constituted—had an almost similar case before 
him—Quarrier v. Colston—and the court laid down the rule by the 
decision then given that money lent abroad for the purpose of being 
used by the borrower for gaming might be recovered in an action 
brought in this country. That decision, which was binding on this 
court, had, although questioned, never been overruled; but there had 
been various decisions, 7 that in the case of Mouwlis v. Owen 
(1907, 1 K. B. 746), ‘which the defendant said threw great doubt on 
Quarrier v. Colston. It was argued for the defendant that, as a cheque 
given abroad in such circumstances had been held in various cases 
void as a security which could be sued on at law for the debt, it weuld 
be illogical to hold that the Gaming Acts, which rendered the security 
void, nevertheless did not render the consideration, so that an 
action for the repayment of money lent without security could be 
recovered back in an action at law. Bray, J., in a lengthy considered 
jolonen, had given several reasons why the plaintiff ought to succeed. 

is lordship, however, was content to hold that the plaintiff could 
succeed on this one ground. At Monte Carlo, where the advance was 
made, ing at the tables in the Casino was admittedly not illegal 
by the law of that State. Therefore, in the country where the debt 
was incurred, the consideration for the promise to repay was good, and 
was not tainted by illegality. In s0 deciding he was merely following 
Quarrier v. Colston, which, in his opinion, governed the present case, 

Bucxiey, L.J., concurred. He admitted that, in view of the con- 
flicting decisions and the able argument that had been put forward by 
camel for the defendant, there was much to be said in favour of the 
appeal being allowed. But it seemed to him that Querrier v. Colston 
decided the matter, unless some reason could be found for not following 
that decision. This court could not overrule that case, for it was a 
decision by a court of equal jurisdiction, The contract here was 
entered into abroad, the money advanced to be used by the borrower 
for a pur which was not ilegal in that country. The contractual 
relationship of creditor and debtor was by the transaction established, 
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and it was clear that an action to recover the money advanced could 
have been maintained by the plaintiff in the courts of Monaco. Was 
there anything contrary to public policy which prevented the creditor 
in such circumstances enforcing payment in this country by an action 
at law? He could see none. eae 

Kennepy, L.J., gave judgment to the like effect. Appeal dismissed 
with costs.—Counset, Atkin, K.C., and J. R. Randolph, for the appel- 
lant; J. Eldon Bankes, K.C., and Boydell Houghton, for the respon- 
dent. Soricrrors, Chester d Co. ; Adam Burn & Son. 

[Reported by Ersxrxz Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





DAVID v. BRITANNIC MERTHYR COAL CO. No.2. 22nd March. 


Master anp SERVANT—STATUTORY OBLIGATIONS—COMMON EMPLOYMENT 
—Coat Mines Recutation Acr, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 58), ss. 49, 50— 
Coan Mines Recuration Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 42). 


Statutory defences to proceedings of a criminal nature in respect of 
offences under the Coal Mines Regulation Acts are only defences in 
such proceedings, and are not statutory defences in civil proceedings 
based on the non-performance of statutory duties. Consequently, if a 
breach of statutory duties is alleged, it is no defence to the owners in 
civil proceedings that they have done the best in their power to ensure 
compliance with the statutory regulations, and that the negligence which 
has caused damage to one of their servants is the negligence of a fellow- 
servant. 

This was an appeal from a verdict and judgment at a trial before 
Channell, J., and a special jury at Swansea. The action was brought 
by the widow of W. David, who was killed in the defendant company’s 
colliery, to recover damages from the defendant company for breaches 
of their statutory duty under the Coal Mines Regulation Acts, 1887 and 
1896, and negligence, whereby an explosion occurred, in consequence of 
which W. David, who was working for the defendant company in the 
colliery, was killed. Rule 12 of section 49 of the Coal Mines Regula- 
tion Act, 1887, provides (f) that ‘‘In any place in which the use of a 
locked safety lamp is for the time being required by or in pursuance of 
this Act, or which is dry and dusty, no shot shall be fired except by or 
under the direction of a competent person appointed by the owner, 
mg or manager of the mine, and such person shall not fire the shot or 

low it to be fired until he has examined both the place itself where the 
shot is to be fired, and all contiguous and accessible places in the same 
seam within a radius of twenty yards and has found such place safe for 

.”’ (hk) “‘ If the place where a shot is to be fired is dry and dusty, 
then the shot shall not be fired unless one of the following conditions is 
observed ; that is to say—(1) Unless the place of firing and all con- 
tiguous accessible places within a radius of twenty yards therefrom are 
at the time of firing in a wet state from thorough watering . . . in 
all parts where dust is lodged, whether roof, floor, or sides; (2) 
or . . . the explosive used . . . is of such a nature that it 
cannot inflame gas or dust.’’ Section 50 provides that ‘‘ Every person 
who contravenes or does not comply with any of the general rules in this 
Act shall be guilty of an offence against this Act, and in the event of 
any contravention of or non-compliance with any of the said general 

in the case of any mine to which this Act applies, by any person 
whomsoever, the owner, agent, and manager shall each be guilty of an 
offence against this Act, unless he proves that he had taken all reason- 
able means, by publishing, and to the best of his power enforcing, the 
said rules as regulations for the working of the mine, to prevent such 
contravention or non-compliance.’’ Section 51 provides for special rules 
to be framed for the conduct and guidance of persons employed in ever: 
mine. By the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1896, section 6, provision is 
made as to the use of certain explosives. In the defendant company’s 
mine gunpowder was not one of the permitted explosives in the place 
where the explosion occurred. It appeared that this explosion was 
caused by shot firing in the roof of the main haulage way, which was 
is and dusty place’ ; that the explosive used was gunpowder, and 
that shot was not fired by the duly-appointed shot-firer, and that no 
sprayers had been used to damp this dusty part of the mine. Various 

breaches of the regulations in the Acts and special rules were also 
alleged. A certificated mine manager, under-manager, over-manager, 
and fireman and a competent shot-firer had been appointed, and special 
rules had been posted up and duly supplied to the men, but the 
defendant company did not cali any special evidence at the trial to 
prove that they had taken all reasonable means for enforcing the rules 
and regulations to prevent any contravention and non-compliance 
therewith in the terms of section 50, and Channell, J., in his summing-u 
to the jury told them that section 50 only applied to criminal proceed. 
ings for breach of the rules, and that unless they were of opinion that 
the defendant company had connived at a breach of the rules, they 
ought to give a verdict for the defendant company. The jury found in 
favour of the defendant company. The plaintiff appealed on the ground 
A misdirection. 

Tue Court (Piercuen Movitox and Bucxiey, L.JJ., Cozens-Harpy, 
MR, dissenting) allowed the appeal and ordered a new trial. 

Cozexs-Hinvy, MR., after stating the facts, and discussing the 
various sections of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, continued : 
The accident from which the deceased collier met his death was due to 
@ shot fired by unauthorised persons. 1 cannot hold that an owner, who 


cond not lawiully himself fire 4 shot or even direct the shotman when 
and where to fire a shot, can be held guilty of the offence of firing such 
shot. In other words, I think this particular duty was imposed not 


Channell, J., upon this point. That the owner had a duty I do not 
doubt, but there is no evidence that such duty was not discharged, 
Unless the view which I have expressed as to the nature and extent of 
the owner’s liability is correct, it seems to me that the owner, although 
able to defend himself against a penalty under section 50 if he can 
prove that he has taken all reasonable means to prevent a contravention 
or non-compliance with the rules, has no such right in a civil action 
like the present. I shrink from this conclusion. I agree with the 
judgment of Channell, J., and I think the appeal should be dismissed. 
Fiercuer Movutton, L.J., said that their decision in this case must 
turn upon their answer to the question, Do the Coal Mines Regulation 
Acts, including the general and special rules, made under them, and 
which have statutory force, impose on the defendants the duties the 
non-performance of which led to the death of the workman? This 
question is one of extreme difficulty, in my opinion, owing to the 
peculiar drafting of the Act. It consists of enactments, partly of a 
positive and partly of a negative character, setting out things which must 
and things which must not be done in connection with coal mines, 
There is not as a rule any specific statement as to the person to whom 
these enactments are directed. But we find many times repeated a 
provision that in case a particular direction is not complied with, certain 
persons shall be ‘‘ guilty of an offence against this Act.’’ But the most 
characteristic feature of all these enactments as to offences against the 
Act is that in almost every case the owner, agent, or manager may 
excuse himself by showing that he had taken all reasonable means to 
prevent the commission of the offence. It is evident, therefore, that an 
offence under the Act is looked upon as something of a criminal nature 
rather than a civil obligation, inasmuch as it is characteristic of English 
law to enforce civil obligations without any consideration of the wilful- 
ness or carelessness which has led to the breach, but to take these 
matters into consideration when criminal liability is being enforced. 
Such a consideration as this is, however, by no means decisive of the 
case, for it might be (as the learned judge in the court below has held) 
that the statute only imposed on the owner, &c., the obligation to take 
reasonable care, in which case no breach would have been committed 
unless the breach of the rule was due to his not having taken such 
care. Nevertheless, taking these provisions as a whole, they appear to 
me to have nothing to do with civil liability, but solely with criminal 
liability, and unless we are prepared to hold that the enactments as to 
what is and what is not to be permitted in coal mines carry with them 
none of that civil liability which arises from the breach of a statutory 
duty, causing damage to a third person, we must, I think, come to the 
conclusion that a man may be guilty of a breach of a statutory duty 
imposed upon him under the Act without being, in the technical lan- 
guage of the Act, ‘‘ guilty of an offence against this Act,’ and thus 
coming liable to penal proceedings. That is to say, that although 
every ‘‘offence against the Act”’ for which a penalty is provided 
undoubtedly constitutes a breach of a statutory duty, the converse is not 
necessarily the case, and there may be statutory duties under the Act 
the breach of which is not made an “ offence under the Act’’ so as to be 
mulcted by a penalty. And further—a conclusion that has more direct 
bearing on the questions in this action—that statutory defences to 
proceedings of a criminal nature in respect of ‘‘ offences under the Act” 
are only defences to such proceedings, and are not statutory defences in 
civil proceedings based on the non-performance of the statutory duty. 
Penalties are not in lieu of civil liability—they are additional to and 
independent of it. It follows, therefore, that, in my opinion, the 
learned judge misdirected the jury in telling them that “‘ there is notin 
this statute an absolute liability upon the owners to ensure compliance 
with these rules by their servants, but if they, to the best of their 
power, do their best to enforce these rules, then they are not liable in 
law for damage done by reason of their servants not performing the 
rules.”” I hold that in the rules which form part of this Act there are 
many statutory duties imposed on the owners of the mines, and that 
with regard to these there is no exception to the ordinary rule that 
civil responsibility follows if these rules are broken and damage is 
occasioned to third parties, whether the actual act or default is due to 
the owner or his servants or agents. If acts are done in the mine in 
contravention of the Act and. damage ensues, the owners must in 
ordinary cases be liable for the consequences. I do not say that im 
every case the fact that the damage was due to the act of a servant 
would be sufficient to make the employer liable, for it might be an act 
wholly outside the work for which he was employed, and therefore would 
be much in the same position as the mischievous act of a stranger. But 
although there may be such exceptional cases, and although thé facts of 
this case may actually give rise to questions of this kind, it seems to me 
that breaches of the rules are here alleged which, if proved, must 
entitle the plaintiff to succeed. The best example, to my mind, is the 
allegation that a non-permitted explosive—viz., block ar ame was 


used. The general rules in force at the date of the accident are per- 
fectly —— on the point that gunpowder must not be used in the 
mine in the places where these shots were fired, and I hold that if itis 
proved that it was in fact used in the defendants’ mine, and caused the 


explosion by which the deaths ensued, the defendants, as owners of the 
mine, are responsible civilly. It was the servants employed by them to 
do the bene ¥ ¢ who used the forbidden explosive, and although the 
defendants did not personally know of or permit the infraction of the 
rule, they must be responsible for the acts of the servants or agents by 
whom they carried on their mine. I am therefore of opinion that this 
appeal should be allowed, and a new trial ordered on the ground 
misdirection. 

Buckrey, L,J., delivered judgment, agreeing with Fletcher Moulton, 





apon the owner, but upon the shotman, and I agree with the view of 


L.J.—Counser, for appellants, Sir R. Finlay, K.C., Abel Thomas, 





April 3, 1969. 
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K.C., Sankey, and Clive Lawrence ; for respondents, B. F. Williams, 
K.C., Bankes, K.C., and Trevor Lewis. Soxicrrors, Smith, Rundell, 
& Dodds, for Morgan, Bird, & Nicholas, Pontypridd ; Bell, Brodrick, & 
Gray, for C. & W. Kenshole, Aberdare. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrriine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





DAVIS v. GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO. No. 2. 22nd March. 


CompANY—SHAREHOLDERS’ Appress Book—-Ricut or SHAREHOLDER TO 
Copy—Morives oF SHAREHOLDER—MANDaToRY INnNsuNcTION—Com- 
panies CLauses Consotipation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 16), s. 10. 


The right of a shareholder in a company to a copy of the shareholders’ 
address book is a private right conferred on him as a member of the 
company, and does not in the least depend on his motives. The ap- 
propriate remedy in the event of the refusal of the company is a 
mandatory injunction directing them to supply a copy. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. The action was 
brought by Hubert Percy Davis, who was a stockholder inthe Gas Light 
and Coke Co., for a mandamus commanding the company to supply him 
with a copy of the corporate names and places of business of the 
several shareholders of the company, being corporations, and the sur- 
names of the several other shareholders, with their respective Christian 
names, places of abode, and descriptions so far as the same might be 
known to the company. The object was to enforce the right given 
by section 10 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, which provides that- 
“the company shall provide a book, to be called the ‘shareholders’ 
address book,’ . . and every shareholder may at all 
convenient times peruse such book gratis, and may require a copy 
thereof or of any part thereof; and for every 100 words so required 
to be copied the company may demand the sum of 6d.’’ The plaintiff 
proved that he applied to the company for a copy of the shareholders’ 
address book, and he alleged, and was prepared to prove, that he 
had been refused that copy. In order to prove his application for the 
copy, he called as a witness his solicitor to prove his signature to his 
written application. The defendant company’s counsel thereupon pro- 
posed to cross-examine the witness, and proceeded to ask him a ques- 
tion which was directed to ascertain what were the motives of the 
plaintiff in asking for the copy of the book. The plaintiff’s counsel 
took objection to the question, and counsel for the company frankly 
admitted that the object of the cross-examination was to ascertain 
the plaintiff's motives, which were believed to be improper. In order 
to avoid waste of the public time the court called upon the com- 
pany’s counsel to justify the proposed line of cross-examination, for 
the reason that such cross-examination would be directed, not to the 
witness’s credit, but to facts upon which the cross-examining party 
would rely, and in such a case, if it was clear that those facts, if 
proved, would be irrelevant, it was the duty of the court to stop 
the cross-examination. Counsel for the company accordingly sought to 
establish that it was relevant to the issue to inquire into the plaintiff’s 
motives. Warrington, J., came to the conclusion that the right given 
to a shareholder by section 10 of the Companies Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, to require the company to supply him with a copy of the 
shareholders’ address book was a private right conferred on him by 
statute by reason of his being a member of the company and not as 
being a member of the public; that the appropriate remedy in the 
event of the company refusing to supply him with a copy was not 
the prerogative writ of mandamus, but either an injunction to restrain 
the company from continuing to refuse to supply him or an action 
for a mandatory injunction directing the company to supply him, and 
that in granting such relief the court had no jurisdiction to consider 
the motives of the applicant. His lordship therefore made an order 
directing the company to supply the copy of the addresses as claimed. 
The company appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FiercHer Movtton and 
Bucktey, L,JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R. said that apart from authority he should not 
have found any difficulty in arriving at the same conclusion as the 
learned judge in the court below, but on the authorities the matter was 
quite clear. Nearly twenty years ago Chitty, J., as he then was, in the 
case of Holland v. Dickson (37 Ch. D. 669), made an order for the 
inspection of the registers of the company on the application of stock 
and debenture holders, under sections 45 and 63 of the Companies 
Clauses Act, 1845, The question came again before the Court of Ap- 
peal in Mutter v. astern and Midlands Railway Co. (38 Ch. 92), 
where the right of inspection and perusal of the register of debenture 
stockholders given by section 28 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1863, 
was held to include the right to take copies, and a point was taken 
that the application had been made by a shareholder in the interest 
of a rival company; and Lindley, Ld, after referring to this fact, 
says, “but at the same time the applicant is unquestionably, in point 
of law, both a shareholder and a Saieatare stockholder, and whether 
he is a trustee for other people we cannot inquire.’’ The right to 
at le company to supply a shareholder with a copy of the share- 
Ps ders’ address book depended on section 10 of the Companies Clauses 
onsolidation Act, 1845, which said, in terms, that “every shareholder 
pon require a copy" of the shareholders’ address book upon certain 
terms o payment, The plaintiff's right under this section was clear, 
eat did not in the least depend upon his motives; he was a share- 
Onan and that was sufficient. The old jurisdiction of the Court of 
ber cery by injunction restraining the company from continuing to 
etuse was still in force, though it now took the more usual form of 





a mandatory injunction directing’ the 


to s ply a copy of the * 
shareholders’ address book as required. His lordship fully agreed 


with Warrington, J., that there was no distinction in principle between 
granting an injunction to restrain a company from interfering with the 
right and granting an affirmative er compelling a company to 
rant the right. The order made by the learned judge in the touts 

low was quite right, and the aj must be dismissed with costs. 

FiercHer Movutton and Bucktsy, L.JJ., .—Counsex, for 
appellant, Rowden, K.C., and Neville; for respondent, H. Terrell, 
K.C., and Lavington. Sonscrrors, Monier-Williams, Robinson, & 
Milroy; Jordan & Lavington. 

[Reported by J. I. Srmmuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


DEELEY v. LLOYD'S BANK (LIM.). Eve, J. 3rd—5th, 9th-12th, 
16th-18th, 22nd, and 23rd March. 
Mortcace—Priortry—Morteace to Bank to Secure OverpRrarT— 
Norice or SuBsequent Mortoace—FurtHer ApvANCcES—TACcKInG— 

APPROPRIATION OF PAYMENTS. 


The rule in Clayton’s case (1. Mer. 572), not being a rule of law, but 
only a presumption of fact, will not be ied where it is contrary to 
the intention of the parties. Accordingly it will not be applied for the 
purpose of putting a mortgagee in a position as regards priority, which 
was never contemplated or intended by the parties. 

This was an action for an account as against mortgagees in posses- 
sion. On the 28th of August, 1891, one Glaze mo certain 
property to Rollason for £2, On the 21st of September, 1893, Glaze 
mortgaged the property to the defendant bank to secure the balance on 
his current account, not exceeding £2,500. On the 27th of June, 18%, 
Rollason assigned his mortgage to Jewkes. On the 19th of October, 
1895, Glaze mortgaged the property to the plaintiff for £3,500. On the 
2nd of December, 1895, notice of the mortgage to the plaintiff was 
served upon the bank, and the prior incumbrancers. On the 22nd of 
March, 1899, Jewkes transferred his mortgage to the bank. The bank, 
on receipt of the notice, did not close their account with Glaze. The 
plaintiff contended that the rules in Clayton's case (1 Mer. 572) and 
Hopkinson v. Rolt (9 H. L. C. 514) pes. | and that, therefore, the 
moneys owing to the defendants under their mortgage with Glaze were 
postponed to the moneys owing to the plaintiff under the mortgage of 
the 19th of October, 1895. 

Eve, J., after holding that an effective notice was served on the 
bank on the 2nd of December, 1895, said the legal result of that notice 
was that it was impossible for the bank to tack on to their security any 
further advances, and that the principle of Hopkinson v. Rolt imme- 
diately applied. A line had to be drawn at the date of the notice, and 
the amount due on the security could not be increased to the prejudice 
of the plaintiff, Mrs. Deeley. Now, the plaintiff says that the bank 
are not only precluded from tacking further advances, but that, by the 
application of the rule in Clayton’s case, all payments made to the bank 

or on account of J. Glaze must be treated as having been applied in 
discharge of the indebtedness on the security before the notice. In 
other words, as soon as the £2,500 had been paid to the credit of J. 
Glaze the security was satisfied. The bank say that that conclusion 
was refuted by the form of the mortgage. ut it is an ordinary 
banker’s mortgage to secure a current account, and there is no substan- 
tial difference between this mortgage and that in Hopkinson v. Roft. 
There is nothing, therefore, here to exclude the rule in Clayton's case. 
The rule is well stated in Re Sherry (25 Ch. D. 692, 702), and is further 
dealt with in Zhe Mecca (1897, A. C. 296), from which it appears that 
the rule is not a rule of law, but a pres tion of fact, and if it is 
contrary to the intention of the parties the ought not to be applied. 
The plaintiff says that Glaze’s account constitutes a complete —_ 
tion by the bank. The bank says it is nothing but a debtor and creditor 
account, and that you must look at it in its entirety. I think the 
contention of the bank is right, and that the account is not one from 
which I ought to presume that the bank did in fact a the 
payments to the discharge of the items on the debit side of the account. 
It would be unjust if I were to hold that the rule in Cleyton’s case 
must be applied for the purpose of putting the plaintiff's mortgage into 
a position which not one of the parties ever contemplated or intended. 
Now, in so holding am I doing one ens to Lendon and 
County Bank v. Ratcliffe (6 A. C. 722)? re the owner of property 
had mortg it to a bank. He sold the property free from incum- 
brances, and the bank had notice of the sale and the terms upon which 
it was made; that is to say, that as between the vendor and purchaser 
the latter was entitled to the money free from incumbrances to the 
bank. The House of Lords held that the bank could not increase the 
incumbrance upon the property by any advances made to the vendor 
after notice of the contract of sale, and, further, that as between the 
vendor and the bank, there was subsisting a current account, and that 
every penny which the vendor paid into the bank was ied in dis- 
charge of the items on the debit side. The joint effect of applying the 
rule in Clayton's case and the rule in Hopkinson v. Rolt was that the 
vendor, having paid into thé bank ‘sufficient to discharge the amount 
due to the bank at the time of the notice, the purchaser got i 
he bargained for; that is, he the property free from incumbrances, 
and was enabled to get the title deeds from the bank. It seems to me 
that in that case justice demanded that the rules should be ied. 
Every elemeng was present which entitled the court to apply two 
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rules, and, there being no evidence to rebut the presumption, the rule in 
Clayton’s case was applied. The result is that, in my opinion, the rule 
in Clayton’s case does not apply in this case, and that the plaintiff is 
not entitled to priority in respect of her ae debt.—CounseEL, P. 
O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sheldon; Astbury, K.C., Stewart Smith, K.C., 
and Stamp; Buckmaster, K.C., and McCardie. Soxicrrors, Field, 
Roscoe, 4: Co., for Jobson & Marshall, Dudley; P. Chandler, for 
Hooper &: Fairbairn, Dudley; Field, Roscoe, & Co., for F. Deeley, 
Dudley. 
[Reported by 8. E. Writ1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
MUDIE & CO, v. STRICK. Pickford, J. 25th March. 


Suip—Cuarter-Party—‘‘ Strikes, Locxouts, Civiz CoMMOTIONS, OR 
ANY OTHER CAUSES oR ACCIDENTS ’’—EJUSDEM GENERIS. 


A charter-party contained the following clause : ‘‘In case of strikes, 
lockouts, civil commotions, or any other causes or accidents beyond the 
control of the consignees which prevent or delay the discharging, such 
time is not to count unless the steamer is already on demurrage.”’ At 
the port of discharge the steamer was delayed on account of shortage of 
labour, following an outbreak of plague and precautions of a sanitary 
nature. 

Held, that the cause of the delay was not a ‘‘ cause or accident”’ 
ejusdem generis with ‘‘ strikes, lockouts or civil commotions.”’ 

Tillmanns v. Knutsford (1908, 2 K. B. 385) followed. 


The plaintiffs, who were the owners of the s.s. Matin, claimed from 
the defendants, who were the charterers, £446 1s. in respect of eleven 
days’ demurrage. The facts, as stated by the learned judge, were as 
follows : At Marmagao, the port of discharge, delay was caused by a 
shortage of labour, owing to an outbreak of plague at Vasco da Gama, 
which was a few miles inland from Marmagao. One of the results was 
that, as a matter of sanitary precaution, the sanitary officer, among 
other measures, burned a good many of the houses belonging to those 
coolies at Marmagao who would have to discharge the ship. The ship 
would ordinarily discharge into trucks, which would be sent up from 
Vasco da Gama, but in consequence of the plague the coolies ran away, 
and there was not sufficient labour either to discharge the ship or 
unload the wagons, so that they might be sent back again. There were 
also several ships unloading, and some congestion was caused by the 
fact that one of them unloaded on to the quay, when there were no 
wagons to receive the cargo. The consequence was that the Matin 
took twenty-two days to unload instead of eleven. The cargo was 
carried on the terms of a charter-party, which contained the following 
clause : ‘“‘In case of strikes, lockouts, civil commotions, or any other 
causes or accidents beyond the control of the consignees which prevent 
or delay the discharging, such time is not to count unless the steamer is 
already on demurrage.”’ It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs 
that shortage of labour had nothing to do with exceptions relating to 
the discharging of the ship, and that the departure of labourers on 
account of plague was not a ‘‘ cause or accident’ ejusdem generis with 
strikes, lockouts, or civil commotions : Stephens v. Harris (57 L. T. R. 
203), Tillmanns v. Knutsford (1908, 2 K. B. 385), Fenwick v. Schmalz 
(L. BR. 3 C. P. 313), and Re Richardsons d Samuel (1898, 1 Q. B. 261). 
It was contended on behalf of the defendants that general words could 
not be construed on the mere document itself as words ejusdem generis, 
and that the ejusdem generis principle did not apply : Baerselman v. 
Bailey (1895, 2 Q. B. 301, at p. 303), Thames and Mersey Insurance Co. 
v. Hamilton (12 App. Cas. 484, at p. 501), and Larsen v. Sylvester (1908, 
App. Cas. 295). 

Pumvenn, J., in the course of his judgment, said the defendants had 
no defence unless they could bring themselves within the above cited 
clause. The question of ejusdem generis was difficult, because the 
judgments on ve were difficult to reconcile. In the charter there 
were general words followed by particular words, and, as he under- 
stood the last judgment on this point of the charter-party—viz., T'ill- 
manns v. Knutsford (supraj—it was necessary to see whether the 
particular words constituted a genus, and if they did, then in the 
absence of any indication to the contrary the general words were to be 
construed as having relation to that genus. If this could not be done, 
then, apparently, all the particular words were to be read separately 
and the general words also. In the present case there seemed to be a 
genus, and one very similar to that discovered by the Court of Appeal 
in Tillmannz v. Knutsford, and he thought the genus included se 
cases where the supply of labour was restricted in consequence of the 
action of other persons, either because of labour troubles, which in- 
cluded strikes, lockouts or civil commotions which were very similar 
to riots. It was not an accident, according to the case of Fenwick v. 
Schmalz (supra), and that left the words “‘ other causes”’ still to be 
referred to the previous particular words, so that if these words were to be 
read in accordance with the decision in The T'orbryan (1903) P. 194, the 
trouble constituted an “‘ accident,’’ and if they were not to be read in that 
way, the shortage of labour from plague was not an accident. The only 
thing left to decide was whether the shortage of labour was ejusdem 

eneris with strikes, lockouts, or civil commotions. He did not think 
it was. It was not a strike or lockout, and he did not think it was 
ejusdem generis with civil commotions. The sanitary measures, no 
doubt, contributed to the alarm, but the substantial and feal cause was 














the plague, and although the sanitary measures were connected with the 
plague, he did not think the fact that the coolies were frightened con- 
stituted anything arising ejusdem generis with civil commotions. Qn 
these grounds the plaintiffs were entitled to recover, and there would be 
judgment for the amount claimed with costs.—CouNsEL, for plaintiffs, 
Scrutton, K.C., and Raeburn; for defendants, Bailhache, K.C., and 
Adair Roche. Soxicrrors, Lowless & Co.; Botterell & Roche. 
[Reported by Lzonarp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
. oe . 
Division. 
ROSENZ v, ROSENZ AND JOSTEN. Bigham, P. 29th March. 
Divorce—HvusBann’s PetiT1onN—ApULTEROUS PeETITIONER—Marrt- 

MONIAL Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, s. 31)—Decree Nisr 

GRANTED. 

Where a husband, who had himself been guilty of adultery, petitioned 
for a divorce on the ground of his wife’s adultery, the court, onybeing 
satisfied that the allegation was proved, granted a decree nisi. 

Undefended petition for dissolution of marriage by a husband. It 
appeared that the parties were married on the 3rd of November, 1894, 
and had lived on friendly terms until August, 1906, when the respondent 
went alone to Blackpool for a holiday, the petitioner being unable to 
accompany her owing to his business engagements. In the following 
October the petitioner taxed a man named Presburg with misconduct 
with the respondent at Blackpool. The latter admitted the charge to 
be true. On the 22nd of October, 1906, the petitioner filed a petition 
for divorce, but in the following November he withdrew it, the re- 
spondent having promised amendment. He sent her to live at Brighton 
in order to keep her free from temptation, as he was a licensed victualler. 
The petitioner was wont to visit his wife for week-ends, but during 
the summer of 1907, in consequence of her refusal to render him 
conjugal rights, he went with a young woman to Boulogne-sur-Mer for 
a few days, and was guilty of adultery. On the 5th of October, 1907, 
the petitioner and respondent agreed to separate under a deed, which 
recited that both had committed adultery, which had been condoned by 
both the parties. There was also a provision for an allowance to the 
respondent. In the following December the petitioner lent the respon- 
dent £100, with which she took a public-house in Brewer-street, London, 
and went into possession on the 17th of December, 1907. Subsequently 
the petitioner visited his wife’s abode and found her behaving in a 
questionable manner with men. Acting on information, he taxed his 
wife on the 24th of February, 1908, with committing adultery with 
three men in a taxi-cab. She did not deny the accusation. On the 
13th of May he again visited her, and in consequence of her behaviour 
with men called in the £100 lent her on mortgage. On the 28th of 
May the wife filed a petition for divorce, alleging cruelty and the 
adultery at Boulogne-sur-Mer in August, 1907, and also adultery with 
women unknown at places unknown. As an order for particulars was 
not complied with, the wife’s petition was dismissed. On the 23rd of 
September, 1908, the petitioner filed the present petition, having learnt 
that the respondent had committed adultery with the corespondent 
Josten between May and September, 1908. No argument as to the 
court’s discretion took place, nor were any authorities cited to the 
court in support of the petition, but it is useful to compare the cases 
of Constantinidi v. Constantinidi and Lance (1903, P. 246) and Evans 
v. Evans and Elford (1906, P. 125). After hearing evidence, 

BicHAM, P., granted a decree nisi. Costs were not asked for.— 
CounseL, Lewis T'homas, K.C., and Jellicoe, for petitioner. Soxicrror, 
J. C. Jackson. 

[Reported by Diesr Cores-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


JOSEPH (OTHERWISE KING) v. JOSEPH. Bigham, P. 22nd March 
Divorce—Nv.iity—Restoration or Dowry—Procepure-—MArRiED 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75, s. 17)- 

MATRIMONIAL Causes Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. 61). 

A registrar has no power to make an order under section 17 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, but a report made by him upon 
an org under this section may be confirmed by a judge of the 
High Court. , 


This was an application under section 17 of the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 1882, for the restoration of dower. The parties were married 
on the 4th of June, 1907. On the 11th of January, 1908, the petitioner 
filed a petition for nullity on the ground of the respondent’s impotence. 
On the lith of May, 1908, a decree nisi was pronounced, and made 
absolute on the 23rd of November, 1908. Both parties belonged to the 
Jewish faith, and, according to the custom of their race, the wife’s 
relations handed to the husband before the marriage ceremony £50048 
“dowry” for the wife. The husband was to have £100 for his 
personal use out of this sum, and the remaining £400 was deposited in 
the joint names of the husband and wife in thd National Provincial 
Bank as their joint property. On the 5th of November, 1908, before 
decree absolute, the wife filed her petition for ‘‘ restoration of dower,” 
asking the court to make an order under section 17 of the Married 
Women’s i ga | Act, 1882, that the sum of £400 should be 
restored to her. The section, inter alia, provides that in any question 
between husband and wife as to the title to or possession of property 
either party may apply to any judge of the High Court of Justice in 
England, who can make fe order with respect to the property in 
dispute a# he may think fit, and any bank shall be treated as a 8 
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holder only. The registrar, in the present case, had reported that the 
present application for restoration of dowry was, in principle, akin to an 
application for variation of settlements under section 5 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. 61). He referred to a 
somewhat similar application made in Wood v. Wood and White (38 
W. R. 208; 14 P. D. 157), which was a divorce suit. The case was only 
an authority as to the procedure under the Act, to the effect that a 
registrar had no power himself to make an order, it being merely his 
duty to report to the judge. This the registrar had done in the present 
case, and counsel on behalf of the petitioner now moved for an order in 
the terms of the registrar’s report. The respondent appeared in person 
and opposed the application, contending that the money was his abso- 
jutely, and that there was no settlement. [BicHam, P.—How do you 
account for the money having been deposited in the joint names of 
yourself ‘‘and’’ your wife if it was yours absolutely ?] : 

” BiauaM, P., in giving judgment, said that in his opinion the pagietear’s 
rnort was right, and he would order that the sum of £400 paid 
over to the wife for her sole and absolute property,—CounseL, for 
appellant, Gwynne Hall. Soicrrors, Jaques & Co., for Jaques & Son, 
Birmingham. 

[Reported by Diesy Corgs-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX v. ETTRIDGE. 27th Feb. ; 5th March. 


CrmunaL LAw—APPEAL AGAINST SENTENCE—PLEA OF GuILTY—SENTENCE 
QuasHED—Power TO Pass SENTENCE IN SuBSTITUTION—CRIMINAL 
Appeat Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 4 (3). 


The words in section 4 (3) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, ‘‘ by the 
verdict’’—warranted in law ‘‘ by the verdict’’—-may be disregarded ; 
and where an appellant who has pleaded guilty appeals against his 
sentence, the Court of Criminal Appeal, if they quash the sentence 
passed at the court of trial, may pass on the appellant anather sentence 
warranted in law in substitution therefor, although there has been no 
verdict against the appellant. 

Rex v. Davidson (1909, 25 7’. LZ. R. 352), decided by the same judges, 
dissented from. 


This was an appeal against a sentence of twenty-one months’ im- 
prisonment with hard labour on a conviction for breaking and entering 
a shop and stealing property therein. The appellant had pleaded guilty 
to the indictment. By section 4 (3) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907 : 
‘On an appeal against sentence, the Court of Criminal Appeal shall, if 
they think that a different sentence should have been passed, quash the 
sentence passed at the trial, and pass such other sentence warranted 
in law by the verdict (whether more or less severe) in substitution 
therefor as they think ought to have been passed, and in any other 
case shall dismiss the appeal.’’ On the 22nd of February, 1909, the Court 
of Criminal Appeal (Darling, Walton, and Pickford, JJ.) decided in the 
case of Rex v. Davidson (supra) that, having regard to the words in this 
sub-section, ‘‘ warranted in law by the verdict,’’ where the court quashed 
a sentence passed on an appellant who had pleaded guilty to the indict- 
ment, they had no power to pass another sentence in substitution 
therefor, as there had been no verdict; the court’s power, under section 
4 (3) was only to pass such other sentence warranted in law by the 
verdict. On the argument in this case, counsel for the Crown said that 
he was unable to support this sentence; but he contended that the 
decision in Rex v. Davidson (supra) was wrong, and that the words 
‘by the verdict ’’ in section 4 (5) were not words of limitation, but only 
words used by way of illustration, and should be treated as mere 
surplusage. On the cases as to the interpretation of statutes (cited in 
the judgment infra) the court had power, having regard to the clear 
intention of the statute, to ignore these words By the verdict.”’ 

Cur. Adv. Vult. 

March 5.—Daruine, J., delivered the following written judgment 
of the court (Dartinc, Watron, and Pickrorp, JJ.) : The appellant 
was charged at the Middlesex Sessions, before Mr. Montagu Sharp 
and other justices, upon two indictments—(1) that he did 
break and enter a shop and steal certain goods therein; (2) that he 
did commit malicious damage by breaking the windows of the shop. 
He pleaded guilty on each indictment, and was sentenced to twenty-one 
months’ oe with hard labour on the first indictment, and to 
three months’ imprisonment with hard labour on the second, the sen- 
tences to be concurrent. Against the sentence on the first indictment 
he now appeals. Assuming this court to be of opinion that a different 
sentence should have been passed, we should quash the sentence, as is 
provided by the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, section 4 (3). But there 
occurs the question whether we have power to pass another sentence in 
place of that one. Section 3: (c) of the statute enacts that “a person 
convicted on indictment may appeal ‘to this court’ with the leave 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal against the sentence passed on his 
conviction, unless the sentence is one fixed by law." Here the appel- 
lant was convicted on his plea of guilty. _He therefore has a right to 
appeal against the sentence pth upoh him. Now, in order to see 
what this court may do, we must turn to section 4 (3) of the statute, 
and it becomes plain that, should we think a different sentence should 
have been wee. we should ‘‘ quash the sentence passed at the trial.’’ 
Here the difficulty occurs, for the section proceeds, ‘‘ and pass such 
other sentence warranted in law by the verdict in substitution therefor 
as they think ought to have been passed.” Had this sentence in ques- 





tion followed on a verdict there would here be no apr yf But, it 
was pronounced after no verdict, and in consequence of ’ of 
guilty. Mr. Bodkin, for the Crown, has ar that the wo: : 

the verdict’ may be rejected by us, and the statutes read as tied 
they were not there. On the other side, it- is argued that this court 
has already, and as at present constituted, held that we have no power 
in these circumstances to substitute another sentence for the one 4 
We did so decide a week or so ago: see Rex. v. Davidson (supra). 
The point, however, was not argued on both sides, and we propose now 
to consider the question without reference to the opinion we formerly 
expressed. Where no meaning can be given to the words of a statute 
without rejecting some of those used in it, or where the statute would 
become a nullity were all the words retained, the court has power to 
read a section as though the words which make it meaningless or 
nullify it were not there—for this it is enough to cite Fisher v. Val de 
Travers As te Co. (1875, 24 W. R. 198, 1 C. P. D. 259), and Lloyd 
v. Lloyd (1880, 14 Q. B. D. 725). This, however, does not nearly solve 
our present question, for the section, even were the words “‘ by the 
verdict’ retained, is not meaningless, nor is the section a nullity; for 
it would be operative in all cases in which the conviction is the effect of 
a verdict of the jury. We are distinctly of opinion that Parliament 
could hardly have intended that only those who should have been found 
guilty by a jury should be allowed to appeal against the sentence, which 
is not the act of the jury at all, but is fixed and awarded by the 
judge, whether the conviction follow on a plea of guilty or on a pleaof 
not guilty, and a verdict of guilty. We are of opinion that we may, in 
reading the statute, reject words, trans) them, or even imply words 
if this be necessary to give effect to the intention and meaning of the 
Legislature ; and this is to be ascertained from a careful consideration of 
the entire statute. For this opinion many cases might be cited, but it 
is sufficient to refer to Reg. v. Inhabitants of East Ardsley (1850, 14 
Q. B. 793), Reg. v. Buttle (1870, 18 W. R. ,1C. C. R. 248), Rex 
v. Vasey and. Lally (1905, 54 W. R. 218; 1905, 2 K. B. 748), aud 
especially Hall v. Knox (1863, 12 W. R. 103, 4 B. & S. 515) and 
Salmon v. Duncombe (1886, 11 A. C. 627). In some of the cases cited 
to us, and notably in this last, the court has attributed to the drafts- 
man some defect of expression. But, strictly speaking, should ambi- 
guity or contradiction in terms be manifest, it is unnecessary to deter- 
mine whether this be due to bad drafting, to the hurried acceptance of 
amending words, or to the operation of rules resulting in the passing 
en bloc of some clauses of a Bill with no opportunity for either discus- 
sion or amendment. From a careful consideration of the whole of this 
statute we are satisfied that it was intended, as is plainly shewn in 
section 3, to give to those who might plead guilty an appeal against 
the sentence passed on their conviction. It appears to us unreasonable 
to place the Court of Criminal Appeal in the position of having either 
to leave the sentence untouched or to release the guilty person un- 
punished. No reason for making such a difference between the treat- 
ment of a man convicted on his own confession and that of one con- 
victed by a jury has been s ted to us, nor can we imagine one. If 
such difference were intended it is nowhere affirmatively expressed ; but 
it is merely to be inferred from the presence in section 4 (3) of the 
words ‘ by the verdict.’’ Why those words are there we may guess un- 
profitably, but cannot certainly say. They are not necessary to enable 
the court to pass a substituted sentence for the one quashed, where the 
appellant has been found guilty by a jury; and we cannot believe that 
they were deliberately inserted for the express purpose of disabling the 
court or limiting its power on the consideration of an appeal against 
sentence by one who has pleaded guilty, Yet were we te hold that 
these words, ‘‘ warranted in law by the verdict,’’ do apply toa case in 
which sentence has followed on a plea of guilty, we pl give them no 
other effect. When there has been a verdict those words are plainly 
superfluous. Where (as in this case) there has been no verdict, they 
cannot be read in any way which would not defeat what was plainly the 
intention of the Legislature. In these circumstances, we are of 
opinion that the rules to be collected from the cases justify us in 
disregarding those words and in holding that this statute gives us 
power to quash the sentence appealed from, and to pass in its 
another sentence warranted by law. [After reading the written 
judgment of the Court, Dartre, J., continued :] Since this eo 
was written I have read three prints of the Criminal ppeal 
Bill when it was before Parliament. I have read three of 
them ordered to be printed on the 17th of April, 1907, the 3rd 
of July, 1907, and on the 30th of July, 1907. Section 4 (3) of the Bill 
is the same in all cases: ‘‘On an appeal against sentence the court 
shall, if they think that a different sentence should have been passed, 
quash the sentence passed at the trial, and pass such other sentence 
(whether more or less severe) in substitution therefor as they think 
ought to have been passed.’’ So it is plain that these words, which 
have given us so much trouble, were not in the Bill as it was first 
drawn, and the original draftsman is not to. blame. How they came in 
and as to the person who is entitled to the credit of inserting them in 
the Bill I have not thought it politic to inquire. I only looked at the 
drafts after this judgment had written, and our judgment is in no 
way founded upon way in which these Bills were drafted. Since 
these sentences were passed on Ettridge inquiries have been made about 
him, and matters which were unknown to the learned chaizman 
who passed this sentence are now known to this court. We have 
before us the memorandum of the chaplain of the prison, who 

us of the circumstances which led to the commission of these crimes. 
So we are in a better position to deal with the case than was the 
learned chairman. We = the sentence of twenty-one months’ im- 
prisonment with hard labour, and pass in substitution therefor 
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sentence of twelve months’ imprisonment with hard labour, to date 
-from the conviction.—Counset, for the Crown, Bodkin and Lawrie ; 
for the appellant, Warburton. Soxricrrors, Director of Public Prosecu- 
tions; Registrar of Court of Criminal Appeal. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. BICKLEY. 22nd Feb. 


Cramunat Law—Porice Spy—Evivence or—CorROBORATION— 
ACCOMPLICE. 

The evidence of a police spy is not to be treated as that of an 
accomplice. 

Reg. v. Mullins (1848, 5 Cox C. C. 526, 12 J. P. 776) followed. 

This was an appeal against a conviction under section 59 of the 
Offences Against the Person Act (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), for unlaw- 
fully supplying a noxious thing to a woman with the intent to procure 
her miscarriage. Darling, J., who tried the case at the Leicester Assizes, 
sentenced the appellant to five years’ penal servitude. The principal 
witness for the prosecution was a woman who had acted as an agent 
provocateur, or police spy, pretending that she required assistance from 
the appellant to procure her miscarriage. The learned judge, in sum- 
ming up the case to the jury, did not direct that her evidence should be 
treated as that of an accomplice. The fact that she was a police spy 
was apparent from the evidence and the summing-up. Counsel for the 
appellant contended that the learned judge ought to have cautioned the 
jury that the evidence of this woman should be treated as if it were 
that of an accomplice. He endeavoured to distinguish the case oi 
Reg. v. Mullins (1848, 12 J. P. 776, 3 Cox C. C. 526) as the ground 
that in this case the woman actually instigated the offence by inviting 
the appellant to commit it, and he cited Connor v. People (1893, 36 
Amer. State Rep., at p. 300). Other points were taken in the case 
with which this report does not deal. 

Watron, J., delivered the judgment of the court (DarLinc, WALTON, 
and Picxrorp, JJ.) on this point as follows : The first objection taken 
was this—that the jury ought to have been warned that the evidence of 
the princi witness for the prosecution should be treated as the 
evidence of an accomplice, and should not be acted on without corrobora- 
tion. There is no doubt that this woman was a police spy. The facts 
were that the police had reason to believe that this offence was common 
in the neighbourhood, and they had some reason to suspect the appellant 
of carrying on the business of procuring abortion. The police, there- 
fore, sent this woman to pretend that she was in need of his assistance. 
The case of Connor v. People has been cited to us. It is the custom of 
our courts to listen to what is said by American judges, and to see 
whether their reasoning commends itself to us. This case was cited to 
us in support of this objection; but on looking at it we do not find 
that anything was there decided as to the way in which the evidence 
of spies should be treated. The point dealt with was that to constitute 
larceny there must be a taking of property without the consent of the 
owner, and the court went on to say : ‘‘ When in their zeal or under a 
mistaken sense of duty detectives suggest the commission of a crime 
and instigate others to take part in its commission in order to arrest 
them while in the act, although the purpose may be to capture old 
offenders, their conduct is not only reprehensible, but criminal, and 
ought to be rebuked rather than encouraged by the courts.’’ That may 
or may not be well founded; we are not called upon to express any 
opinion on the dictum. But it is clearly established that the evidence 
of a woman acting as this woman did is not to be treated as that of an 
accomplice : see Reg. v. Mullins (supra). Maule, J., said in that case : 
** Now, as to spies, I know of no rule of law which declares that their 
evidence requires confirmation, nor any rule of practice which says that 
juries ought not to believe them.’’ This woman was a spy, and that 
she acted with the knowledge and approbation of the police was clear 
from the evidence that was put before the jury. That being so, there 
pote. gewcgre for saying that the jury ought to have been more fully 
wi as to her evidence. They were told that she was sent by the 
police to see whether he would commit the offence which he was subse- 

mently charged with committing.—Covnset, for the Crown, Disney ; 
or the appellant, Powers. Soticitons, Smith, Mammatt, & Hale, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch ; Registrar of Court of Criminal Appeal, 


[Reported by C. G. Mornay, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


March 25.—Nicnotas Broxensnine, Broad-street-avenue, Blomfield- 
street, London ; Henry Locke Suites; Warten Cuartes Towns- 
exp, formerly of Cogan-chambers, Bowl Alley-lane, Hull. 








Societies. 
The General Council of the Bar. 


The following are extracts from the Annval Statement, 1903. : 

The County Courts Bill, 1908.—Upon the County Courts Bill 1908, the 
Council reported as follows :—‘‘1. The Council strongly object to the 
provisions of this Bill whereby the jurisdiction of the registrars is 
increased. It will be recollected that although the sum sued for may 
be small, to 4 poor suitor his claim may be of considerable importance, 





county courts were established for the benefit of the poorer classes of 
suitors, and it was intended that their suits should be determined in 
open court by a judge of learning and experience. 2. As to section 8.— 
If the penalty under section a8 of the principal Act is extended to 
imprisonment they think it should be imposed by a court of summary 
jurisdiction upon a formal charge and not by the county court judge. 
5. As to section 10.—They venture to suggest that a judge should be 
entitled to a pension after 15 years’ service.’’ The Bill was subse- 
quently withdrawn. 

The Abolition of the Judge in Chambers in the King’s Bench Division. 
—In May last a meeting of the members of the common law bar was 
convened by the Council to consider the proposed alteration of the 
then existing system for the transaction of chamber business in the 
King’s Bench Division. The meeting was held in the Inner Temple 
Hall on Tuesday, 19th of May, and was large and representative, 
The following resolution was adopted unanimously :—‘‘ That this meet- 
ing of members of the common law bar desires to express its conviction 
that the proposed abolition of the existing system, by which a judge 
of the King’s Bench Division sits in chambers to dispose of chamber 
business, and the proposed substitution therefor of a system by which 
such business will be disposed of by judges sitting in different courts 
at the rising of their respective courts whenever that may be, or in 
some cases at the sitting of the court, will be injurious to suitors and 
unworkable by the caaloaien and that the Executive Committee of 
the Bar Council be requested to communicate with the judges and 
respectfully to express the hope of the common law bar that the matter 
may be re-considered.’’"—The above resolution was at once brought to 
the notice of the Lord Chief Justice and the judges. In December 
last, after the new scheme had been at work for several weeks, they 
unanimously adopted the following report, and brought it to the notice 
of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, and the 
judges of the King’s Bench Division :— 


Report as to the working of the present arrangements for the hearing of 
Judges’ Summonses in the King’s Bench Division. 

1. For the purpose of arriving at a conclusion as to the working 
of the above mentioned arrangements, we have (1) investigated a 
definite period during the present sittings for the purpose of seeing 
whether the arrangements curtail the sittings in court during the trial 
of witness actions, (2) selected a particular witness action tried during 
these sittings in order to see to what extent and in what manner it 
has been affected by the arrangements, and (3) made numerous inquiries 
from barristers, solicitors, and officials who have had experience of 
the working of the arrangements in order to ascertain their opinions 
upon such arrangements. 

2. The special period selected for investigation is from Monday the 
16th of November, to Friday the 27th of November. This period was 
selected as the most convenient period for investigation and without 
previous knowledge of the result. We considered that it would be 
better to select a period as late as possible in the Sittings so as to give 
the present arrangements time to get into working order. The following 
table gives the particulars :— 





Date. Judge, Time for Time for 


Advertised Advertised Actval Time 
0 
| Summonres, | Court Work. Siutirg. 











business.” | 
“After Inter-| 11.18 


Mordsy, 16 Nov | Channel], J. | 10.30 12.0 12 15 
in 16 ,, \*Coleridge, J. | 10.30 11.0 11.10 
Wed. 18 ,, | Channell, J. | 10.30 | 11.30 | 11.320 
‘ 18 ,, |*Coleridge, J. | 10.15 10.45 | 10.46 
Thurs. 19 ,, |*Grantham,J. | 10.30 | 10.30 | 10.40 
os - Channell, J. | 10.30 | 11.0 | 11.15 
Friday 20 ,, |*Lawrance, J. | 10.15 10.30 | 10.30 
# eS UF 10.30 | 10.45 | 10 45 
Sat. 21 . Lawrance, J. | 10.30 “After Inter-) 10 55 

| locutory | 

| 


| 
Monday 23 ,, sgn 10.30 





locutories.”’ | 
Tues’ay 24 ,, |*Jelf, J. ia 10.30 ° 11.0 11.25 
Wed. 2 ,, (\*Jelf,J. ..| 1030 | 1090 | 1043 
a | Phillimore,J. | 10.30 | 11.0 12.45 
Thurs. 26 ,, | Phillimore,J. | 10.30 | 11.0 | 11.37 
a Ss , feand-.| @Me | Mae | Hs 
Friday “27 | |*Jelf, J. | 10.30 | | 


10.45 | 10.55 





The wark * indicates that the judge was sitting to try jury cases, 


From this table it appears that during the selected perjod :— 

(1) the sittings in court during the trial of witness actions weve 
curtailed on 15 occasions for periods varying from 10 minute 
to 24 hours, and amounting in all to 11 hours 24 minutes. 

(2) on 12 occasions counsel, witnesses, solicitors, and suitors wei 
kept waiting beyond the advertised time for periods varyiny 
from 5 minutes to 13 hours, and amounting in all to 5 hour: 
and 18 minutes. 

On 3 days during the selected period a judge took interlocutory 
business during the whole day, and on several days judges heard 
summonses after the rising of the court at 4 p.m. 


3. The particular case selected for investigation as an example of 
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what has happened and what may be expected to happen in future 
was the action of Fletcher v. Nottidge, tried before Bucknill, J., 
without a jury. This case was reached on Thursday the 29th of 
October, and the following table explains the course of the action :— 
Thursday 29th October Case reached, judge sat in court 
at 11.0. 

Friday 320th sis, Case not in list, as judge taking 

Saturday 3lst * interlocutory business only. 

Monday 2nd November .... Judge sat in court at 11.40. 

(Advertised time 11.30.) 
Judge sat in court at 11.29. 
(Advertised time 10.50.) 
Judge sat in court at 11.20. 
(Advertised time 11.0.) 
Judge sat ia court at 11.0. 
(Advertised time 11.0.) 

Case not in list as judge taking 

interlocutory business only. 

No sitting. 

Judge sat in court at 11.25. 
(Advertised time 11.0.) 
Judge sat in court at 10.30. 

Other business. 

Judgment. Judge sat in court 
at 1146. (Advertised time 
11.30.) 

In addition the judge left the court on one day for some time to 
hear an urgent ex parte application, and on another day he heard a 
summons during the mid-day adjournment, and did not sit again 
until 2.15. 

Had the judge sat on each day during the usual hours to continue 
the hearing, without interruption, the case would have finished on 
Thursday the 5th of November. The sittings in court during the 
hearing of this action, previous to judgment, were curtailed altogether 
for 4 hours and 54 minutes, and as there were expert’ witnesses in 
the case, and witnesses who came from the country, it is obvious that 
the costs of the action must have been largely increased. The solicitors 
for one of the parties have estimated that their costs alone were thereby 
increased by not less than £100. 

4. As regards the inquiries made by us from persons who have had 
experience of the working of the present arrangements, we have been 
unable to find any person who approves of them; on the contrary, all 
persons consulted are unanimous in condemning such arrangements as 
causing needless expense and much waste of time, an opinion which 
we think tully justified by our investigations. 

5. By adopting the present arrangements we are of opinion that the 
King’s Bench Division is introducing, in an aggravated form, a system 
which had been found objectionable in the Chancery Division, on the 
ground that it interfered with the proper trial of witness actions. It 
was mainly for this reason that the system of linked judges was 
introduced in the Chancery Division, and an additional judge ap- 
pointed. It was found in the Chancery Division that there was no 
advantage in the judge who tries the action hearing interlocutory 
applications in that action. r 

0. We also find that the present arrangements cause grave incon- 
venience to junior counsel who may be busy in court or attending to 
other summonses, owing to the fact that elasticity is rendered practi- 
cally impossible, because a judge who is trying witness actions must 
take the summons at the time fixed, and two or three judges may be 
taking interlocutory business at the same time. 

7. In the result we have unhesitatingly come to the conclusion that 
the present arrangements should be abolished, and that the system 
under which one judge sitting in chambers disposed of all interlocutory 
business, should be reverted to, for the following main reasons, viz :— 
Because the present arrangements cause (1) waste of time and ad- 
ditional expense, owing to the curtailment of sittings in court during 
the trial of witness actions, (2) inconvenience and additional expense, 
owing to judges who are trying witness actions beings unable to sit 
at the advertised times, (3) inconvenience to the junior bar, owing to 
the fact that the judges are no longer able to show that consideration 
to the junior bar which under the former system was invariably shown 
where the barrister engaged in a summons could not for the moment 
attend to it by reason of his being engaged elsewhere. 

14th December, 1908. 

_ The Council regret that their representations have so far been 
ineffective. 

The Relations now subsisting between the High Court and the County 
Courts.—In November last the committee appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor to consider the above matter and to report whether any, 
and what, alterations or modification should be made in those relations, 
and consequently in the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts, 
submitted the following questions to the Council :—1. Does your Coun- 
cil consider it desirable that the county courts should become con- 
stituent branches or parts of the High Court? 2. What are the princi- 
pal alterations which your Council would recommend in order to carry 
out any change suggested in the first answer, and consequential thereon ? 
3. Has your Council any suggestions to make either with regard to 
the High Court or the county courts which would assist the committee 
in reporting upon the matter referred to them? 4. Are there any 
improvements in the working of the present system of the county courts 
which your Council desires to suggest? In answer thereto the Council 
reported as follows :—~1 and 2, The General Council of the Bar does 
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not consider it desirable that the county courts should become con- 

stituent branches or parts of the High Court. If by the suggested -. 
modification of the present dual system it is intended to give High 

Court jurisdiction to county courts beyond that which oe at present 
possess the Council considers that such a step would be undesirable for 
the following reasons :—If any considerable share of High Court work 
is to be disposed of by the local judges, it can only be done by extensive 
alterations in the present constitution of the county courts. These 
courts are already fully occupied in those districts where the public 
have full confidence in the judge; and in some courts there is not 
sufficient time in which to do the work which has to be dealt with. 
To justify any such change as a remedy for defects in the present 
High Court arrangements, there should exist some cogent reasons. 
In the opinion of this Council no such reasons exist. If in order to 
relieve the county court judges it is intended to give to their registrars 
increased power to deal with the small contentious work, the Council 
thinks such a step would be highly objectionable as depriving the 
arore humble suitor of his right to a trial before the Judge, and 
tending to lower the standard of the administration of justice through- 
out the country. The cost of such a scheme would be out of all 
proportion to the benefits to be derived from it. The present county 
court judges and registrars could not be expected to perform larger 
and more responsible duties, except at a substantial increase in their 
salaries. Gack inne would in the aggregate certainly far exceed 
the combined salaries of four or five additional judges of the High 
Court. Many of the present county court buildings would require re- 
construction or extensive alteration in order to provide accommodation 
for the increased volume and altered character of the work. The present 
buildings with few exceptions (as is pointed out in a subsequent answer) 
are quite inadequate for the purposes of the ordinary county court 
work. The local administration of justice by judges fixed in their 
districts is often open to objection, and is rarely so effective and 
satisfactory as in the High Court, where there is a constant interchange 
of judges and daily opportunities for them of association and inter- 
course with other members of the bench. If the exercise by the county 
court judges of this extended jurisdiction is to be at the option of 
suitors, the natural result will i that in courts presided over by a 
competent and able judge the press of work will become unmanageable, 
whilst in other courts there will be little or no High Court work to be 
done. The effect of, any such scheme on the position of the bar de- 
serves serious consideration. Anything which tends to lower the positien 
and to affect the efficiency of the bar is a matter of public concern ; and 
there can be no doubt that in providing for extended local administra- 
tion of justice through the medium of the county courts, one of the 
first results will be to break up the profession into fragments, and 
reduce its efficiency in the service of the public. By the second report 
of the Judicature Commission issued in 1872 it was proposed to make 
the county courts constituent parts of the High Court with High Court 
jurisdiction; and with mat to the effect of such a scheme on the 
bar, it may be of importance to quote the language of the late 
Lord Blackburn, who was one of those who dissented from the report. 
He wrote, ‘‘I have great doubts as to the expediency of establishing 
any such intermediate courts at ail. I attach much importance to the 
keeping up the great central bar of England. The only real practical 
check on the judges is the habitual respect which they all pay to what 
is called ‘the opinion of the profession,’ and the same powerful body 
forms, as I think, a real and the principal check on the abuse of 
patronage by the Government.’’ It may be pointed out that of the 
members of that historic Commission, Lord Cairns, Lord Penzance, 
Sir William Erle, Mr. Justice Blackburn, Sir Robert Porrett Collier, 
and Sir John Duke Coleridge did not sign the report. 3. The Council 
suggests that there should be no organic change made in the relations 
at present existing between the High Court and the county court®. 
There must necessarily be a line—to some extent an arbitrary one— 
dividing the functions of superior from those of inferior tribunals. To 
the poor suitor even more than to the rich it is of paramount importance 
that justice should be speedy, convenient, and cheap. To fuse the two 
systems would, in the opinion of the Council, mean confusion, extra 
expense, and delay. The present defects in the working of our judicial 
system lie not so much in the county courts, as in the High Court, 
and it is there that remedial measures are urgently required. The first 
and absolutely essential condition of efficiency is the appointment of 
additional High Court Judges of the King’s Bench Division ; and it is 
the belief of all those who know most of the working of our judicial 
machinery that if this demand were granted, most if not all of the 
difficulties which are complained of would entirely disappear. The 
case for such an addition is unanswerable. Between 1867 and 1876 
there were 18 common law judges as against 16 at the present time. 
In 1876 three were removed to form the present Court of Appeal 
with two Lords Justices and the Master of the Rolls. To assist 
the common law bench in its then depleted condition the judges of 
the Court of Appeal and those of the Chancery Division were re- 
quired to go circuit, which they continued to do for six years, The 
plan was then abandoned. Since that time the work of the common 
law division has largely increased both in extent and complexity. 
In 1883 the bankruptey jurisdiction was transferred to it. The time 
of one judge is oecupied for a substantial number of days in the legal 
year (amounting in 1907 to 31 days), in presiding over the Railway 
and Canal Commission which was established in 1 Three or more 
judges are now occupied each week for one or two days in dealing 
with criminal appeals, thus still further, and probably permanently, 
reducing the strength of the bench available for the ordinary litigation 





of the country, The third division of the Court of Appeal, which sat_ 
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*during the autumn of 1907, was created wholly at the expense of the 
Kirg’s Bench Division. The power to call up one King’s Bench 
Judge to serve in the Court of Appeal has hitherto been limited under 
the Judicature Act, 1875, to a period when the Spring and Summer 
Circuits are not being held. The Appellate Jurisdiction Bill now 
before Parliament enables the Lord Chancellor at any time to request 
the attendance of any judge of the High Court to sit as an additional 
judge of the Court of Appeal. All this tends to show how insufficiently 
manned the King’s Bench Division at present is, having regard to 
the work that it is now or may in the future be called upon to do. To 
the demand for additional judges the authorities have hitherto turned 
a deaf ear, although such a remedy would require no drastic change 
in the form of our judicial system, and would be cheap, effective, 
and simple. If decentralisation is considered desirable, it would be 
quite feasible, with an addition of four or five judges, to carry out a 
plan of district courts of first instance presided over by judges of the 
High Court sitting for a fixed period in rotation, and dispensing 
continuously both civil and criminal justice. In the opinion of this 
Council such a scheme would be far less costly and more efficient than 
a fusion of the High Court and county court systems. 4. With refer- 
ence to the working of the present system of the county courts the 
Council desires to suggest the following points for consideration :—1. 
The scale of court fees needs revision. 2. As a rule there is no 
sufficient discrimination made in the arrangements for the daily work 
of the court between the cases which involve on the one hand small 
local debt collecting and the enforcement of judgment debts, and the 
litigation of substantial causes on the other. The result is that when 
substantial cases are tried on the return day of the summons, litigants 
for small amounts have their time and money wasted; and if the 
smaller cases are taken first they frequently occupy the whole or the 
greater part of the day, while substantial cases are adjourned to a 
distant date to the great inconvenience of jurymen and witnesses, and 
at great cost to the litigants. The present arrangements of the day’s 
work at a county court are unsuitable for important litigation. 3. With 
but few exceptions the buildings and accommodation of the present 
courts are wholly inadequate, ventilation is generally bad, and there 
are no telephones, no proper waiting rooms, ‘lavatories, consultation 
rooms, or robing rooms. This causes great discomfort and incon- 
venience to litigants, jurymen and witnesses, as well as to counsel 
and solicitors. Improved county court buildings are urgently re- 
quired. 4. There should be a right of appeal on questions of fact where 
the amount claimed is over £50. 5. Leave for service of summonses 
out of the district should only be given by the judge. 





Incorporated Law Society for Cardiff and District. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 29th of January, 
1909, Mr. T. Rodway Hunt, the president, occupying the chair. The 
twenty-third annual report of the committee was received and adopted, 
and the treasurer’s accounts for the past year were approved. 

The President delivered a short address dealing with professional 
matters of interest which had occurred in the past year, and referring 
.particularly to the suggestion by a committee of the corporation that no 
future town clerk should be allowed to take articled clerks. He ex- 
pressed a hope that the council would not adopt the recommendation of 
the committee, as it was most desirable that the future advisers of 
municipal bodies should be well trained in their special work, and 
Cardiff had already proved itself a thorough and efficient school for 
such training, and had supplied town clerks to many of the chief towns 
of the kingdom. 

Mr. J. W. Botsford was elected president and Mr. C. R. Waldron 
vice-president for the coming year, and Messrs. Hunt, A. C. Macintosh, 
H. T. Gilling, and W. R. Davies were appointed to fill the vacant seats 
on the committee. Mr. C. E. Dovey was re-elected auditor, and votes 
of thanks to the retiring president, to the hon. treasurer (Mr. W. 
Bradley), and the hon. secretary (Mr. Walter Scott) concluded the 
meeting. 


The following are extracts from the twenty-third annual report of’ 


the society :— 

Members.—Your committee have pleasure in reporting that 
the membership of the society has again increased. During the 
past year eight new members and two new subscribers to the library 
were elected. Two members resigned, and the number of members is 
now 145, and of subscribers to the library 13. 

Tibrory.—The number of issues of books from the library also shews 
a substantial increase, being 5,221, as against 4,607 in 1907. 

A Solicitor Lord Mayor.—The committee have much pleasure in 
recording the unanimous election by the city council of Alderman 
Lewis Morgan, a2 member of this society, to the honourable position of 
Lord Mayor of the city. The committee parsed a resolution of cordial 

tion to the Lord Mayor, and this resolution was read and 
formally presented by Councillor J. T. Richards, a member of the 
committee, at the council meeting on the 9th of November, when the 
Lord Mayor was called to the chats. On the 24th of November the 
Lord Mayor was entertained at a complimentary banquet by the society. 

Legal Education for Wales,—The scheme for the establishment of a 
Board of Legal Education for Wales and Monmouthshire was further 
considered at a conference held at Liandrindod in July, and the presi- 
dent and hon. secretary attended to represent this suciety. The con- 
ference was attended by representatives of the various law societies in 





ested by this committee ensuring due representation to the University 
Colle e of South Wales were discussed and adopted by the conference, 
and the scheme as finally settled has since received the approval of the 
Council of the Law Society, and this body will shortly give directions 
for the election of members of the board and for the holding of the 
first meeting. Under the scheme this society is entitled to elect two 
members on the board. 

Relations between the High Court and the County Courts.—The com- 
mittee appointed by the Lord Chancellor to consider the relations 
subsisting between the High Court and the county courts sent certain 
questions on the subject to your committee, and after careful con- 
sideration of the whole matter your committee replied to the effect 
that they did not consider it was desirable that the county courts should 
become constitutent branches of the High Court, but they recommended 
the introduction into county court actions of the process analogous to 
the proceeding under order 14 in the High Court, the extension of the 
registrar’s jurisdiction in dealing with defended cases to those not 
exceeding £5, and the revision and substantial reduction of the present 
scale of court fees. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupznts’ Depatinc Socrery.—March 30.—Chairman, Mr. G. 
Bertram Willis.—The subject for debate was :—‘‘ That the Govern- 
ment’s naval programme for 1909 is totally inadequate.’’ Mr. P. B. 
Henderson opened in the affirmative; Mr. C. P. Blackwell opened in 
the negative. The following members continued the debate : Messrs. 
Meeke, Harnett, Davis, Harston, Krauss, Hargreaves, Varley, Hack- 


ing, Bu:g:s, and Pleadwell. The motion was carried by six votes. 








The Land Registry. 


At the annual meeting of the Land Law Reform Association, held 
last week in the Conference Room of the National Liberal Club, the 
following resolutions were put to the meeting and carried :— 


(1) That in view of the fact that the system of compulsory registration 
of title that has been on trial as an experiment in the County of London 
since January, 1899, has not proved satisfactory, and that as a conse- 
quence a Royal Commission has been appointed to consider the subject, 
and, further, in view of the fact that the Land Registry officials have, 
since giving evidence before the Commission, found it necessary to 
completely alter the practice and to seriously increase the registration 
fees, this meeting is of opinion that the Privy Council should forthwith 
exercise the power they possess to suspend the operation of the order 
applying compulsion to the County of London, so that, pending the 
report of the Royal Commission, property owners may be left free to 
register or not, as they deem best in their own interest. 

(2) That copies of the foregoing resolution be sent to the Lord 
Chancellor, the Privy Council, the Chairman of the Royal Commission, 
the Attorney-General, and the London County Council. 








Obituary. 
Mr. R. H. Peacock. 


Mr. Richard Henry Peacock, for over thirty years the senior member 
of the well-known firm of Peacock & Goddard, of South-square, Gray’s- 
inn, died at his residence at Croydon, on the 23rd of March, aged 
eighty-six. He was admitted in 1858, and commenced to practise in 
Gray’s-inn. He came speedily to be regarded as an authority on Equity 
and Chancery procedure, and was in his earlier years a well-known 
figure in Chancery Chambers. In his long life he made very many 
professional friends, and was brought in contact with most of the 
leading Chancery judges and counsel, and he had many good stories 
to tell about the Court of Chancery and its practitioners in the 
forties and fifties. Vice-Chancellor Malins offered Mr. Peacock a chief 
clerkship in his chambers, but he preferred to continue in general prac- 
tice. He was, till his death, one of the directors of the Law Associa- 
tion, and took an active interest in its work, which was very con- 
genial to his kindly nature, and he rarely missed a meeting of the 
board. Notwithstanding his retirement from business, he continued 
to take a keen interest in matters relating to the profession, and one 
of his greatest pleasures was to meet his old professional friends at 


the Law Society. 
Mr. R. Harris, K.C. 


Mr. Reader Harris, K.C., died on Tuesday last. He was called to 
the bar in 1883, at the age of thirty-six years, having been previously 
a civil engineer. He practised at the Parliamentary Bar, and in 1 
was appointed a Queen’s Counsel. He married the daughter of Mr. 
E. J. Bristow. He was the founder of the ‘‘ Pentecostal League,” and 


the specified districts and of the university colleges. Amendments sug- |} was an ardent philanthropist. 
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Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Horace Ketway Pops, solicitor and notary, of Southampton, 
has recently been appointed Coroner for the County age a of South- 
ampton, in place of the late Mr. William Coxwell, who held the 
office for many years. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


ArtHuR CuTHBERT LANGHAM and LLEWELLYN GWYNNE JONES, solici- 
tors (Langhams), 10, Bartlett’s-buildings, London. March 25. 


Wiutu1am Henry Martin and Artuur Rosert SHIELD, solicitors 
(W. H. Martin & Co.), 15, King-street, Guildhall, London. June 30 
Such business will be carried on in the future by the said William 
Henry Martin. 

Freperic' Messirer, JoHN GeorRGE THURSFIELD, and WILLIAM 
Brunton THURSFIELD, solicitors (Thursfield & Messiter), Wednes- 
bury. March 25. So far as regards the said William Brunton Thurs- 
field, who retires from the firm. (Gazette, March 30. 


—_— 


Information Required. 


Joun CiarK (deceased).—Any solicitor or other person having pre- 
ared a Will, probably dated in the year 1905 or the year 1906, for 
fr. John Clark, formerly of St. Hilda’s, Westwood-road, Sydenham, 
but late of Holly House, Buckhurst-hill, Essex, and who died on the 
lst of February, 1909, at Holly House, Buckhurst-hill, Essex, afore- 
said, and who was engineer to the West Ham Gas Co., is requested 
to communicate with: Messrs. Hepworth & Co., 15, South-street, 
Finsbury, E.C., solicitors, with as little delay as possible. 


——— 


General. 


On Tuesday last the Royal Assent was given by Commission to 
the Consolidated Fund (No. 2) Bill, which had been passed through 
all its stages, without debate, earlier in the day. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Neville, who has been absent from the 
Law Courts for some days, is confined to his bed with influenza, and, 
although progressing favourably, will not resume his judicial duties 
until the next sittings. 


It is stated that Mr. Shyamaji Krishnavarma, the head of India 
House, Highgate, has been called upon by the Benchers of the Inner 
Temple, to appear in person or by counsel, or put in a written state- 
ment, on Friday, April 23, at 4.30 p.m., to show cause why he should 
not be disbarred on the ground of his articles and letters on the 
Indian Government. 


The Select Committee of the House of Commons appointed last 
session to consider the question of imprisonment for debt resumed its 
sittings last week under the chairmanship of Mr. Pickersgill. It is 
stated that Mr. F. W. Bradford, a bankruptcy official, expressed him- 
self in favour of the retention of the power of imprisonment for debt, 
and said he had asked Mr. Justice Phillimore if he were in favour 
of the abolition of the power, and his lordship replied, ‘‘ No; on the 
contrary, I think every man who contracts a debt without reasonable 
expectation of being able to pay it should be sent to prison for a short 
term. It would be a wholesome deterrent.” 


The City Lands Committee have, says the Times, submitted to the 
Corporation a report on the moneys expended on the new Central 
Criminal Court. The cost was at first defrayed by a county rate 
restricted to the City area, by which £55,800 was raised. In 1904, at 
the instance of the Corporation, an Act was passed to authorise them 
to raise a sum not exceeding £350,000 on the security of the con- 
solidated rate of the City, and provision was made for the discharge 
of the loan within sixty years. The net cost, after allowing~ for 
£55,800 received from the rate and £701 interest on the site, had 
been £332.831. Thus £17,168 of the authorised amount had _ been 
unexpended. 


At the Central Criminal Court, on the 25th ult., before Mr. Justice 
Channell, Joseph Fallows, solicitor, seventy-five years of age, was in- 
dicted for the conversion as trustee of trust money amounting to 
£329 7s. 6d. to his own use. The conversion alleged was, says the 
Times, in respect of part of the proceeds of the sale of property of 
which the prisoner was a trustee. He was supposed to have invested 
£350 in a leasehold house, and the interest was regularly paid by 


him until October, 1907. Last year legal proceedings were instituted | 


against the prisoner, who then stated that the money had been lost, 
owing to the lease of the house having been forfeited. He failed to 
obey an order of Mr. Justice Parker to pay the money into court 
within ten days, and hod been in Brixton Prison since on a writ of 
attachment. The jury found the prisoner ‘‘ Guilty,’’ and Mr. Justice 
Channell, taking into account the prisoner’s age, sentenced him to 
18 months’ imprisonment in the second division, 
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The Lord Chancellor has issued rules for the i wh oad org f 
ren Act, -whi 


visions which apply to youthful offenders in the Child 
came into operation on Thursday. 

It is stated that Sir Francis Maclean, who has now returned to 
this country on retirement from the Chief Justiceship of — was 
the recipient of many farewell demonstrations of regard esteem 
before he left Calcutta. A dinner was given in his honour by the 
Lieutenant-Governor of Bengal and Lady Baker. 


The following resolution was carried on the motion of Dr. R. J. 
Collie, at a meeting of the Medico-Legal Society, at 22, Albemarle- 
street, W., Mr. Justice Walton being in the chair :—‘‘ That the coun- 
cil be asked to appoint a committee to consider and report as to what 
action (if any) by the society is desirable in the matter of the alleged 
unsatisfactory working of the Workmen’s Compensation Acts.”’ The 


discussion arose out of a paper read by Mr. A. 8S. Morley, in the- 


course of which he enlarged upon the evils of malingering, and de- 
nounced the tactics of speculative solicitors and unscrupulous doctors. 
He believed that insurance companies would be obliged to increase 
the amount of their premiums for workmen’s compensation business, 
as well as to insist upon the compulsory medical examination of work- 
men before engagement. Dr. Collie read a paper mentioning cases of 
malingering which had come under his notice as a medical referee. 
Certain friendly .societies, he said, had had to combine to give the 
question serious consideration, for it was felt that if they did not do 
something the Workmen’s Compensation Acts would result in their 
bankruptcy. Among the speakers were Judge Smyly, Judge Bray, and 
Judge Howland Roberts, who each agreed that steps could be taken 
to render the operations. of the Workmen’s Compensation Acts more 
equitable. 


On the 29th ult., at a meeting of the Royal Courts of Justice and 
Legal Temperance Society, Mr. Justice Channell presiding, Mr. H. B. 
Mothersole, secretary of the Departmental Committee on the Inebriates 
Acts, read a paper on the report of that committee. He said that the 
existing Act was practically inoperative so far as the criminal inebriate 
was concerned, only 3.000 persons having been sent to reformatories 
since 1898, whereas 1,750,000 had been sentenced in Courts of Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction for drunken behaviour. He strongly condemned the 
luxurious accommodation provided by the few local authorities who 
had established reformatories for inebriates. Three of the latter 
had cost per bed £596, £542, and £402 respectively, while other insti- 
tutions had been founded by private persons to the satisfaction of 
his Majesty’s inspector at £100 per bed. Mr. Justice Channell, after 
some discussion, says the 7J'imes, said that the princivles on which 
inebriates should be dealt with should be the same as those on which 
lunatics were treated. The justification for ‘the interference of the 
community with the personal liberty of an inebriate should be the 
same as it was in the case of a lunatic—for the protection of the indi- 
vidual himself and for the protection of others from the individual. 
Though the voluntary system which had been adopted so far had been 
of some use, it seemed obvious that it had not dealt with the great 
majority of the cases concerned. He understood that persons who 
had had the widest experience of those cases had come to the con- 
clusion that short periods of detention had done good. With regard 
to what were called criminal inebriates, he remarked that the system 
under which persons were indicted for habitual inebriety—the only 
branch of the law of which he had practical experience—was so com- 
plicated as to be absolutely unworkable. 


The death of William Roupell, which occurred on Thursday in last 
week at his house in Christchurch-road, Streatham, recalls, says the 
Times, one of the most remarkable cases of forgery that have ever 
occupied the attention of the English Courts. He was the illegitimate 
son of Richard Palmer Roupell, a wealthy lead-smelter. Before Sep- 
tember, 1856, when the elder Roupell died, William was in serious 
pecuniary difficulties, and had already started on the extraordinary 
course of deceit and forgery which six years later was to land him 
in the felon’s dock. To free himself from the pressure of his creditors 
it seemed to him imperative to raise a large sum of money, which he 
proceeded to do by forging deeds of gift to himself of certain of 
his father’s estates and then raising loans on the valuations. On Sep- 
tember 12, 1856, when the news of the death of R. P. Roupell reached 
them, William and his mother at once went to his house, and the 
housekeeper gave his keys to Mrs. Rounell, who, being overcome with 
arief, handed them over to her son. He opened a desk in which was 
the last will of his father containing a final codicil, which had been 
added only a few days before, the general tenor being that all. his 
property was left to trustees for the benefit of his son Richard. He 
was too clever to destroy the will. The draft will was probably at 
that moment in the lawyer's office. So that night, which he spent 
in the house where his dead father’s body was lying, he drew up 
another will to supersede it. He was too clever to draw the will in 
his own favour, He was merely the executor. Everything was left 
to “My dear wife, Sarah Roupell, to and for her own use and benefit 
absolutely.’ But, as he had unbounded influence over his mother, 
he had virtually the complete control of the testator’s money. He 
launched out on a career of wild extravagance, sold estate after estate 
with his mother’s consent, promising to settle £5,000 a year an her 
and the other children. He became Member of Parliament for Lam- 
beth. After a few years of this riotous living the end came, and he 
was forced to flee the country, a ruined man. Strange to say, on one 


| of the trials arising out of his crimes, this man, who, without any 
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qualms of conscience, had robbed his brothers and sisters and forged 
his father’s name over and over again, suddenly made up his mind 
to leave his safe sanctuary in Spain and return to England to give 
evidence against himself. The case between the two parties was com- 
promised on the second day, and, in September, William Roupell was 
arraigned at the Central Criminal Court on two charges of forgery, 
to each of which he eventually pleaded ‘‘ Guilty,’’ and was sentenced 
to penal servitude for life. After serving fourteen years of his sen- 
tence, during which he is said to have done helpful religious work 
among his fellow-convicts, he was released on account of his exemplary 
behaviour, and for the last twenty-five years of his life he had lived 
at Streatham. There, on a diminutive holding, he had gained a rather 
precarious livelihood as a fruit farmer, living very quietly, and making 
only a few more shillings a week than were enough for his modest 
wants, 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Recistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Dat: Emercency Appsat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
=e. Rota. No. 2. Joyor. Swinren Eapy. 
Monday April 5 Mr Greswell Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Synge 
Tuesday ......... 6 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
a Borrer Beal Farmer Greswell 
Thursday ......... 8 Leach Borret Bloxam Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Wakrainxeror. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve. 
Monday April 5 Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Church 
Tuesday ......... 6 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Wednesday ...... 7 Caourch Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Thursday ........ 8 Synge Farmer Church Greswell 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 9th day of April, 1909, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 13th day of April, 1909, both days inclusive, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lowirep In CaAaNcERy. 

Boars Hitt Hore: asp Hypo, Liurrzyv—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, 
to serd their names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Regina’d Walker Thornton, 38, Queen st, Oxford. Walsh & Co, O.ford, solors for 
liquidator 

C. W. Bestiey, Liwrrep—Creditora are required, on or before April 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E, R, C, Kerr, 
Barum House, Halifax. Ingham, Halifax, solor for liquidator 

Caurcn Sraztros Hyproratruic Horet, Lusrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 

, directed to be beard on April 6. Hickman, Basinghall st, for Barton 
& Hickman, Sorewsbury, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the aiternoon of April 5 

Go.pzy Lrvzs, Lruirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send their 
names and addresres, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Edward 
Gardner Dawson, 4, San ct, Cornhill, hquidator 


L. Tuozx & Co (1906), Lrurtep — Petn for winding up, presented March 25, directed to ' 


be heard on April 6. Clifford & Co, Finsbury pavement, solors for petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the sfternoon 
of Aoril 5 

Maus ems, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their names 
and addresses, and the part’culars of their debts or claims, to John Philip Garnett, 
61, Brown st, Manchester. Jackson & Co, Rochdale, solors for liquidator 

Paracos1ay Suver Faemine Co, Limrrep (tw Voicnrary Ligurpation) —Creditors are 
required, on or before May 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims. to Walter George Waldron, 101. Leadenhall st, Romer, 
Bucklersbury, solcr to liquidator 

Scum Boor Poiiws Co, Liuirep—Petn for windit g up. presented March 20, directed to 
be heard at Santerland on April 29. Hoggett, Middlesbrough, petners, solor; London 
agencs, Stothart & Bannermas, London wall. Notice of as must reach the 
diovoumned not later t: an 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 28 


Suite Frvaty & Co, Liurrep (in Voturtary Liqurpation).—Creditors are required 
on or before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
éebta or claims, to William Thomas Gittens, 23, Wentworth mansions, pstead 
Heath. Jobn Hart, solor for the liquidator 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction. Sales. 

April 7.—Meesrs. H. E, Foster & Cranrietp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Grouni- 
Reuts (see adverti-ement, back page, March 27). 

April 15.- Messre, Caxetrrton & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Town Mansion (see 
adve-tisement, back page, March 27). 

A: ril 19.—Messrs. Reynouos & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investment (see 
adverti-ement, back page, March 27), 

April 22.—Messra. Farepeoturr, Kiiis & Co., atthe Mart,at2: Freehold Grouxd - 
Rents (see advertizement, back page, this weak). 

April 26.—Messre. Tucxsrr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Family Mansion (see adveriise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

May 11.—Messra.J[Dzsznusau, Tewson, Ricnarpson &Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Building S te (see advertisement, back is week). 

Mesers. 8. Watxer & Son, at the Mart: Freehold Ground-Rents and Properties (see 
advertisement, back page, Marc 29). 

Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Powicy, Inregest 1x Possxesion, SHARES, AND DEBENTURES, 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriztp he'd their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 880) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, B.C.,on Thursday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the twtal amount realized being 


696 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION— 








£ 
To £1,200... ie ~ # ce oe os eo ne Sola 740 

To No, 78, Ramsden-road, Balhwm oo os - a oo «(6 
INTEREST IN POSSESSION for £2,100 .. et - ee oe a 


POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £1,'00 sl Se fi if 775 

Ballard & Sons (Ltd.), 330 6 per cent. Cumulative Preference 
SHARES of £10 each, fully paid .. ad * os » 990 

Junior Armv and Navy] Stores (Ltc), £100 4 per cent. 
D&£BENTORE BOND .. ‘e a a a Se oa 7 71 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 19. 

Aston, Mary, Glitheroe, Lancs May 20 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

Baxer, Gsorce, Whitstable,“Shipowner Mar 22 Stainton, Whitstable 

BaLperstong, Josers, Broughton in Furness, Lancs, Builder April 20 Butler & Son 
Broughton in Furness 

Bassett, Rosset, Well st, Hackney April 20 Norrie & Martin, Devonshire sq 

BevpisGrie.p, Caan.es Heney, Bristol April6 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 

Bestox, Jons Wueg.poy, Iifurd April 19 Hulbert & Co, Liverpool st 

Bott, Tom Owen, Sutton, Cambridge, Farmer April24 Day, &t Ives, Hunts 

Bowar, Emurty Axne, Bournemouth May1l Witham & Co, Gray’s inn eq 

Brapsury, Witi1am, Ravensthorpe, Builder April 30 Gledhill, Dewsbury 

aa om Bhotonall Farm, Ecclesficld, Yorks, Farmer April 23 Smith & Co, 

heftie 

Bropiz, Anniz Magia, Bridlington, Yorks May3 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 

Cuaapwick, Lucy Ciara, Southport May 1 Elborne, Nottingham 

Cuovit, Susaynan Ripiry. Marlborough ré, Gupnersbury April 14 Bridgman & Cr, 
College hill, Cannon st 

Cuovir, Witt1am Georce, Wellesley rd, Gunnersbury, Wine Merchant April14 Bridg- 
man & Co, College bill, Cannon st 

Crakk, Jous, Narbonne av, Clapham pk May1 Holmes, King st, Cheapside 

Cratwortuy, Louisa Magy, Talbot rd, Bayswater April 12 Justice & Pattenden, 
Bernard st, Russe!l eq 

Cowsurn, ALLAN Hucu, West Mersea, Essex May5 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Dent, Wittiam Waarton Sowersy, Walton le Dale, Lancs April 17 Woodcock, 
Bamber Bridge, Lancs : 

Ducxworts, Emaa, 8t Anne’s on Sea, Lancs April 17 Sprake, Accrington 

Epowarps, Any, Hilperton, nr Trowbridge April 24 Jones, Trowbridge, Wilts 

Epmunps, Josern, Canonbury pk, South Canonbury Ap.il 30 Adams & Colville, Old 


ewry 
Exce.pacs, Auice Matitpa, Pembroke rd, Kensington May 1 Baxter & Co, Vic- 
toria s 


Forrestxe, Jervis. Longton, Staffs, Innkeeper April 30 Adderley, Longton, Etaffs 





Usirep Estate amp Investment Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 
20, directed to be heard on April 6. Whitfiela & Co, Surrey st, Strand, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach tho above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of April 5 : | 

Witt Jouxsox & Soxs(Lezvs), Linttep—Petn for winding up, presented March 18, | 
directed to be heard on April 6. Churchill, Drapers gdns, solor fur petners, Notice | 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of April 5 

County Patatine or LANcasrer, 
Liurtzep 1m CHANCERY. 


Witrow Srruwmc Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 24, directed to 
ba heard at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on April 5, at 10.45. W.R.& W. Ascroft, 
Prestov, sol-rs for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 1 o’clock in the afternoon cf April 3 

London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liamitep 1s Cmancerr, 

B. A. C. Syspicatr?, Lrurren—Creditora are required,on or before May 3, to send 
their names ard addresses, and the pariiculats of their debts or claims, to William 
Owen, Dashwood House, New Broad st, liquidator 

B. A. P, Sxmvicatz, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before|/May 17, to send their 
names and @ dresees, and particulars of their debte or claims, to A. C, Wallace, 
ist, ee’ 





Cannon st, ‘ 
Crry ov Yore Tzamwars Co. Liuitep (18 Votvwrary Liqurpation)—Creditors are 
on or before May 13, to send their names and adareeses, and the particulars 
of theic debts or cisims, w Hy. Simmonds, 24, Great George st, Westminster, 


Bs Pasxes, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 12, to send their 
rames , and the particulars of their debts or claime, to Horaca Cawood, 
4, Eyre | 


Roberts, jun, Sheffield, solor to the liquidator 


Sheffield. 

Lawros oe Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, to send their 
names and sidreeses, and the particulars of their devts or claims, to Wiliam 
Boverts Miller. Harrinzton st, Liverpool, liquidator i 

Naw Swaswer Bice Berce axp Teesa Corrs Co, Limitzen—Petn for winding up, | 

March 24, direc ed to be heard April 14, at 10.30, Joves & Kendrick, | 
rexham, solors for petner. Notice of sppesring must reach the above-named not 

later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 13 j 


Fort, Marcarer Exvven, Cadogansq April 20 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

Fow.grr, Isasevva, Clif‘on, Brstol Mayl Barry & Harris, Bristol 

Giepors, Jons, Rotherham, Yorks, Plumber May 3 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 

GoppakrD, IsapeLta Marcaret.Crawley April19 Finch & Jennings, Gray's inn sq 

Gausixc, Epwarp Acustus, Old Broad st, Architect April 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury 
circus 

Hates, Avice Mary, Hatfield Peverel, Essex April 30 Crick & Freeman, Maldon, 

sex 

Heartox, Wavrer, Hassocks May 15 Turner & Hadfield, Birmingham 

Hetsvox, Ayn, Hertford May3 Sworder & Lo ore, Hertford 

Hixpes, Epwaap Wi.114m, Beccles, Builder April23 Woolsey, Norwich 

Hooper, Cuaaies Hexry, oe Lodge, nr Stonehouse, Woollen Cloth Manufac- 
turer April17 Daniell, Bristol 

Howanzp, Rosert, Thornton, pr Poulton Je Fylde April 26 Beech, Manchester 

Howie, Acyes, Lamplugh Aprill Atkinson & Bennett, Whitehaven 

Hvuoeues, Luoyp Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper April 30 Dew & Co, Bangor 

Jouxsox, Simonerte ALBextina, St Leonards on Sea April5 Prior, Colchester 


' Jupsox, Mary, Bradford April15 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 


Jorcensow, Nicouar WiLweLm Gesuanp, Didsbury, Lancs, Merchant April17 Bodding- 
ton & Co, Manchester 

Keatiey, Epwix, Meriden. Warwick May1 Smythe & Co. Birmingham 

Lea, Feawk Heepert, Lutterworth Leicester April19 Watson & Sons, Lutterworth 

Moanpy, Cocutas MoLeay, Grenville pl, South Kersington April19 Wakeford & Co, 


Bosmsbuey 8 ; Pp 

Mansu, Peres, herithe April 23 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Oxiver, Mary, Liverpool May 15 Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster ( flice 

Osnz.t, Percy, Ashley Heath, Chester April30 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Parker, Bap Snaresbrook, Watchmaker April 25 Liddle & Liddle, King 


Wil at 

Patexs, Georce Evowaxp, South Norwood April 23 Travers-Smith & Co, Throg- 
morton av 

Po.vaup, Evi.em Sornts, Iifracombe April 16 Reed & Reed, Bridgwater 

Po.timore, The Right Hon Avovsrus Farpraick Gonos Warwick Lord, Poltimore 
Taek, Bere ght. 8 aus ee: How ous Lincoln’s inn 

Po.timone, The Right LoRENcE Sagan ILHELMINE Dowager Lady, Polti 

= Park, Devon May 3 Lawrence & Co, Noes, (umes ° onions: 
Powsvoun, Evizapetu, ayo Devon April Toller & Oo, Barnstaple 
Rossars, Tuomas, Chesham Fields, Bury, Lancs April18 Bull, Bury 
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Rowett, Wiiuiam Canwait Antuoxy, East Retford, Notts August 3 Mee & Co, 
Retford 


Sampson, EvizazeTa Manta, Buckfastleigh, Devon May 5 Gard, Devonport 
Suankster, GeoaGeE, Grimsby April 22 Barker, Great ( 
Suanp, Rev James, Alston, Cumberland Apiil20 Little & ~ Penrith 
SWEENEY, JAMES, Drummond st Mar 30 Overton, Drummond st 
Topp, Exzanor Acres, Powick, Worcester April15 Williamson & Co, Sherborne ln 
Torxer, ANNA Manta, Sale, Chester April 23 Boatdman & Barritt, Manchester 
Trier, Ann, Sutterton, Linculn ~ o> 20 Smith & Co, Donington, Lincs 
Vanes, Joux Heaney, Edwinstowe, Notts, Farmer May3 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Waker, James, West Hartlepool, Pla later March 31 Fryer & Webb, West Hartlepool 
We.isy, Daniet, East Sheen May 10 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields | 
Wersox, Evizanete, Fres e. Radnor pon 9 Temple & Philpia, Kington, Hereford | 
Wuitnam, Tuomas, Ecclesfield, “Fruiterer April 23 Smith & Co, Shettield 
- London Carte, - — 23. 
1188, Louisa, Plymout ay 22 ymou 
nes, Hawnau, Stalybridge, Lancaster April22 Simister, Stalybridge 
AngMsTROXG. HueH CiayToy, Folkestone April20 Le pF & a. my A ~ 
Avery, Sir Witt1am Betsy, Oakley Court, nr Windsor Ma: wea tie — 
Beavian, Evizapsts, Withington, Manchester ‘May 30 J& Whitworth, 4 
chester 


Berx, Mary Maczean, Rowfant rd, Balham May8 Robinson & Co, eee 

Boyor, Henry, Narborough, Norfolk April l4 Taylor & Sons, a 

Baoox, ABRAHAM Joun, Hornsiy ln April 30 Garrett, Gt James 

BucaMan, SaMUEL, Goswell rd, Clerkenwell, Watch Material Dealer April 30 Freeman, 
Lea Bridge rd, Leyton 

CALLaGaN, JAMES Hewry, ty age ae. 2 Pearce, Devonport 

Cast, Fanny, Eaton ter April 2 Danger & wright, Bristol 





Son, Perry vale, Forest Hill 


CaisteTt, Ropert Oakey, iahem, Kent, wine and Spirit Merchant April 24 Rogers | 
& 


Cima, aoe | New Cut, Lambeth, Boot Manufacturer April 30 Crossfield & ~~) 
Hackney r 
aie Artuer, Whitechapel rd, Licensed Victualler May 5 Clapham & Co, Devonshire | 


inemune E.izasetu, Southampton April 24 ag Co, Southampton | 

ILpgFoNco, Jose, p' Abreu, Oxford gdns, North ensington April 24 Snow & Co, 
Gt 8t Thomas Apostle 

Doveen, Sir Josees Joet, Old Bond st May1 Vertue & Castle, Hanover sq 

Escu, Mary, St Leonards on Sea April 15 Chalinder & Herrington, Hastings 

Fett, Isaac, Skircoat, Halifax, Farmer April 14 Dey, Halifax | 

GayrorD, Epwix, Piccadilly May 1 Gayford, Albert ct | 

Sime 2 ewe Salford, Lancs, Printers’ Engineer April 3 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, | 

nchester 

Hamitron, Soputa Jane, Whitby, York April30 Gray, Whitby, York 

Hoccarts, Acyes, Kendal, Wesumorelani, Hutel Keeper April 25 «Cartmel, Kendal 

Hoves, Grorck Henry, Gloucester Apiil 30 Grimes & Barry-Lewis, Gloucester 

Hustsnay, Hewry, Albemarle st, Tailor May10 WH&@ E Herbert, Cork st 

Iu «soy, Mary, Masham, Yorks April 24 Edmundson & Gowland, Masnam, R30 

Jowett, WittiAM Hau, JP, Liverpool April3uv Crossley, Blackburn 

JoxEs, BanrnoLomew, Ea-thourne April 21 Coles & Co, Kastbourne 

Lawson, Janz ANN, Button et, Chiswick May 31 Walker, Lincoln's inn fields 

savanpecs, KuizaBetH A.tice, Grange over Sands, Lancs May 1 Sharman & Trethewy, 


fo 

Musray, ALEXANDER Bett, Manchester, Toy Merchant's Manig2r April 26 Bowden, 
Man ester 

Newman, Rev Frepeeick, St Noet's, Hunts April 6 mr ea Cheltenham 

Paut, Kuizabetn, Bristol r130 Harwood & Co, Bris 

Perry, Henry, Chessenden, ivenden, Keat April 20 . ey Norwich 

Rovutiepeez, Fayxy, Bournemouth May 4 Laytons, Budge row, ee st 

Sanperson, Jonny, Ellel, Lancaster March 31 , Lancas 

Sroxes, WaLTER Hiiarp, Hampton Court, Middlesex ‘april _ ‘Woodbridge & fons 
New sq, Lincoln's inn 

Sraincer, Faeperick Atraep, Stourbridge, Worcester, Pawnbroker May 1 Travis & 

Sheldon, Stourbridge 

Tempte, Toomas Ramsnay Smytu, Dover April 24 Rawle & Co, Bedford row 

Tuomas, WitL1aM Paotseros, Neath, Glam, Physician April,10 Jeffreys, Neath 

Tiny, Faeperick James, Newcastle upon Tyne April 10 E & E Emley, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
Turner, Cuaruzs, Leicester April 23 Stevenson & Son, i al 
Turner, ELten Hageiotre, Hurstmonceux, Sussex June Martin, Tunbrid, Btn 
Watker, Tuomas James, Felixstowe, Licensed Victualier ua 3 Welton, W 
Wavueu, ALEXANDER ADAM, —- Bonny May 18 A He A —_ Newmar ~% 
Westwoop, Saran, Tollington pk, H y rd, April 20 Jobson & Marshall D 
Wars, WIti1Au, Dover, rinity Pilot A “April 29 Mowll & _— Dover 

London Gazette—F ripay, March 


| Haut, ‘Sauve ScHorigcp, 


Baraert, Ann, Ni March 31 Lewis, ook Beet, Em 

Bensow, CHar.Ei Loins Stafford, Farmer 12 Hawley, Longton ; 
Barregs.y, Ann, Ser, Lancs May 10 Bertwistle, es 
Brock_esank, Jonny, Kassingham, Lincoln, Farmer Mayl1 Larken & Co, Newark on 


Trent 

Bucxnatt, Henry  ---— 5. Heckfield, Winthfield, Hants April 30 Ince & Co, St 
Cc mas i vert y 31 Biggie & Cokes, Manchester 

MHAMBERLAIN, 2ED, 
Cuampers, Emicy Ann, Ster Hiner. nr la, ae wend an "May 1 Yq 
Cuavasse, Frayczs Eurex, Manchester May 1 yy Co, Manchester 
Cena Henry Muspay, Croftdown rd, Highgate May 7 Goldworthy, Seijeants’ inn, 

Fieet st 

C.ayson, James, Northampton April 21 Darnell & Price, te og 
| Copaam, Evizapers Skinner, Brigaton April 30 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 
Coustsorg, Saran Anne, Horsham, Sussex May 3 & Co, Cannon st 
Cuawrorp, Litias Luisaman, North Finchley April 24 Crook & Co, King st, Cheapside 
Crawroab, Jonx OswoLp Frepeaick, CMG, Berkeley sq May 1 Russell & Co, Norfoik st 
Daas, Fuiepricu Jacos Jexnines, Teddin; June 1 Pilley & Mitchel!, Bedford row 
Dion, Hippotyre Aveuste, Croyaon A) 24 Whitfield & Co, Surre * strand 
Duce, Gsoace, Tinsley, Sheffield, Steel ler April 30 Stacey, Sheffield 
Everitt, Faepesick, Kdg i April22 J — & Marshall, Dudley 
Eyez, Cano.ine Anna, Leamington April 17 ee 8pa 
Foor, Georoe, Surbiton Hill, ao April 27 
Foor, Maay, Surbiton Hill, Surrey April 27 ouien & Co, Ringe on Thames 
Foster, Eviza, Pontefract, York "apa 10 Maples & Son, Spalding 
Fox, Fsancis Epauxp Josera Lay, Piccadilly May 1 ae & Ce, Drapers gdos 
Faerws 1, Cuaaries, Hepworth, ne Huddersfield May Drantfield & Hodgkinson, 
Gen, taauan, in a, Chtr,Canal get May 5 Rid Warringto 

28, Heney, Lymm ester, y5 ewer i nm 
voocs, CLaka, Haydon orthumberland Aprii 8 mayne, Lichfield 
Gooca, Georecr Heyry, ma April8 Redmayne, Lichfi 
Gooca, Mary Ann, Egham, Surrey May 10 Horne & Co, Staines 
Gorpoy, Emity Exizaseru, Gravesend, Kent April 26 "Chapman Gravesend 
GouLp, Henny Noamay, 8t Lzonard’s on Sea May1 Carless, 8t Leonards on Sea 
Geacer, James, Weston sup-r Mare April 27 Sy ee & Co, Bristol 
Gases, Emma, Stockport . 20 Hardicker, Manchester 

ewcastle Pe Tyne April 30 Rennoldson, South Shields 

| Hancock, Any, Barnstaple, Devon cil 30 Hopper, Barnstaple 
| Harcovar, Bateman, Old | Blicitor Aprii 30 Guthrie, Bedford row 
| Harwoop, Tuomas, A on May 1 Steele & Steele, Buraley 


| Hour, Eowanp meena, folland rd, Kensington May 17 Ince & Co, St Benet chmbrs 


Fenche 
Hovenpey, Sranen, Croydon Mayi12 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 


| Hows, Rupert Lixcoty, Gorleston, Norfolk May 29 Chamberlain & Talbot. Great 


Yarmouth 


| 
| Hypg, Frepexick, Croom’s hill, Greenwich 5 4 Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth 


Kest, Juuia Many Av@eousTA, Clifton, Bristol y3 Harwood & Vo, Bristol 
Kvieurt, Joan Burugss, Holland park Mayl0 Gregsons, Angeli ct, Throgmorton st 


| Law, » Josera, Handsworth, Staffs, Jeweller April 30 Hargreave & Heaton, Birming- 


| Looer, Evizapeta, West Ham, Essex May 10 Forbes & Son, Mark In 


| Mawson, Josera, Gildersome, nr Le2ds, Chemical Manure Manufacturer May. 15 


Stephenson, 

Mixes, George Cuaaves, Currie st, Battersea, Railway Porter May 1 Tatton & Co, 
Kensington High st 

| Mitus, Revses, Manchester,Grocer May 14 Dought 4 & Fraser, Mauchester 

Naoat, James, Albert sq, Stratford April 23 Greig, Fenchurch st 

Newros, Witttam, Chester ter, Chester sq April 26 Griffiths & Roberts, Chancery In 

Pixsx, Jous, Bootle, Lancs, Master Marmer April30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 

Painser, Rev Hexay Stewart, Totaes, Dayon April 10 Longbourne & Co, Linco!n's ian 


elds 
Regp, “dons, Kirkheaton, Northumberlani May 4 Brown & Son, Newcastle upon 


Gesneas or Fortrvior, The Rt Hon James Patrick Banyermax Lord, Ashfurd, 
Kent April26 Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Sirs, Mary Any, Halifax 4 Wes 20 Dey,. Halif 

Tomuixson, ANvig, Priory rd, West Hampstead April 39 Ince & Co, St Benet chmbrs, 
‘enchurch st 

Tonstey, Faancis, Northampton, Hotel Proprietor April 21 Darnell & Price, North- 


ampton 
TrevenEy, Hareiet, Torquay, Devon April24 Carlyon & Stephens, 8t AustelJ, Corn- 


Waker, Tomas Srexces, Walsingham, Norfolk April 30 Heath & Hamilton, 
Lincoln's inn 

Wa tos, Maay, Hayfield, en April 23 Walker, New Mills 

Warts, sat, Handeworth Staffs, lunkeeper April 26 Shakespeare & Co, Oldbury, ar 


Sateanen, Caroting, Hurworth op Tees, Durham April 30 2° Vooler & Wooler, Darling- 
Ansan, Lieut-Col the Hon Witt1am Henry, Herne Bay, Kent April 30 Holmes & Co, 


Ciement’s ln 
Aro.es, Anna Marra, Hove, Sussex April25 Ward, Hove 


Asae, Farperick Witt, Penzence, Cornwall April 30 “Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Aytox, Hannan Mippietox, South Shields April 14 Mabane & Co, South Shields 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, March 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
. ~ Eee, Westcliff on Sea Chelmsford Pet Jan 19 


Apams, CuAgtes Woop, Matlock, Derby, Saddler Derby 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 
Axpaews, Wactzr, Greasley, — Labourer Notting- 
ham Pet Mar24 Ord Mar 
Bevan, Tuomas, Maesteg, Giam, Collier Cardiff Pet 
B A. we Mar 22 
toes, Jonn Wituiam, Gaydon, Warwickshire, Licensed 
Victualler Warwick Pct Mar 23 Hy Mar 23 5 
ne B A, 8 Martin's st, Leicester Licensed Vio- 
wd ng Mars Tall ns 83 Grocer 
ENay James 
Mar 12 Ord Mar 24 site : 


Boorusy, Georar, ium, meg Cheshire, Cheese Fac- 
tor Stockport Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 22 
Sones, nes F 8t inepe Cornwall Truro Pet 


Bowsy, Many Axw, 8 Merryn, 

ty b i a ae 

Somer ion Maz 20 Ord Mar i Regent's Park High 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Mar 

mes NP, » Oey Bil. hill, perwest, Surrey High Court 

Baronet Wictiax, » Ore Lincoln, Solicitor 


Casuutoy, Cutmen i 8" Ord Mat 22 James Caserecs 
Market Gardenere Rochester Pet Mar 


Ond dar a2 ° 


B.ackmore, 
Neath 





ueen Victoria st 











CuarKson, Groros, Conisbrough, York, Baker Sheffield 
Pet Marl Ord Mar 24 

Cottier, Josep, Lower Openshaw, Mapdose, House | 
Furnisher Manchester Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 

Caozize, Capt Frank P, +g sq, Bayswater Tey Court 
Yet Feb 17 Ord Mar 

Daniets, James, Hindsford, + pas Lanes, Baker 
Bolton Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 

Dyke, Wicuiam Joan, Dudley, Worcester, Umbrella Maker 
Dudley Pet Mar22 Ora Mar 22 

Gow.anpo, ALFaxp een Neville’s oo, ar Durham, 
Grocer Durham Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 22 

Green, pene | P at wb Buiackwett, Gilli 5 
Kent, Butchers Rochester Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 22 

Grirrin, Geranp Featusastonr, Hampton Lodge, Acton 
Vi Middlesex, Company Director Brent Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Jan 15 


Haase, Joun Carrst1an, Eesendine rd, Paddington, Tailor 
High Court Pet Mar24 Ord Mar 24 


Hauivtor, Rosert, Tottenham ln, Hornsey, Tailor High 
Court Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
Meteo, Ageaee Eanast, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet Mar 


Mar 23 

Hopesoxs, Hexry Epwix, Bradford, Engineer Bradford 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Mar 23 

Howe, ARrTaur, Sebsbansten, General Hardware 
Dealer Wolverhampton Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Janxixs, Witttam, Mountain Ash, Glam, Miner Aberdare 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 


vereeaiar's ben Chester, Boat house Pro- 

OuN Gorn, 

wpaee Chester Pet Mar 93 Ord Mar 23 

Keaayes, Sauce. Witsoy, Birchfields, Handsworth, Staffs, 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar22 





Warts, ee Onan, Oxford gdns, North Kensington April 3) Wrensiel & Co, 


WELLs, Mancaner Rosanna, Marga‘e April 20 Sankey, Margate 
Waire, Samust, East Croydon May8 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Wurrtrinenam, Ruopa Baker, Chester May 1 Brassey, Chester 


Lercu, Groner, Newhall,” Derby, Licensed Victualler 
Burton on Treat Pet Mar 23 Ora Mar 23 

Lzoy, Leonagp, Hereford rd, Sager, Jeweller High 
Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 2 

pa oy Sudbary, Suffolk “Colchester Pet Mar 23 


Maatix, Kayxst, King’s Heath, Sicnidin Newsagent 
Pet Mar 23 Q.d Mar 23 
Nevittr, Wiritam Henry, Luton, Bedford, Tailor Luton 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 23 
Newsavury, Haasy even, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff 
N remy tM! « 1, Hotel P. Li 
OLAN, RY Fg oO! roprietress ‘ver 
pool Pet Mar piepeel, Be 


Ovegeoen, See Earox * Co, Miles Cannon st, Merchants 
High Uourt Pet Feb 4 ic i. * 


Rixey, hoy = Dease, Ww 
gy 5 aha dy Be 2 

Row vin Epw. thport, Plumber Liverpool 

sur ata Bene ar Wet te Big, 
Baker Gloucester’ Pet 22 Ord Mar 22 


eee fe 5 peg 
ANLEY, —_. 
Norwich Pet Bar 22 Ora Mar 








~ om 
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Taytor, Georcr, and Exaxest Georce Tartor, Swansea, 
Fruit Merchants Swansea Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Tuomas, Joszpn, Derby, General Dealer Derby Pet Mar 

24 Ord Mar 24 


Taomas, Witulam, Pembroke Dock, Grozer Pembroke 
Dock Pet Mar 23 

Taomsett, Wittram Heway, Sittingbourne, Kent, Fish 
Dealer Canterbury Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Warrss, Georat, Portsea, Hants, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Wess, Wituiam Cuaairs, Southampton, Boot Dealer 

pton Pet Mar22 O:d Mar 22 
Whuirtamorz, Wituiam, 8t. Helen’s, Lancs, Farmer 
Pet Mar 23 O:d Mar 23 

Wice.sswoats, Wiiiiam, Leeis,Tammer Leeds Pet Mar 

8 Ord Mar 22 


Wiser, Caartes Arszrt, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
Fet Mar24 Ord Mar 24 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Marsch 23 : 


Kvo tt, Josern, Bristol, Watchmaker Bristol Pet Mar19 | 


Mar 19 
ORDER ee RECEIVING ORDER AND 
I3SMISSING PETiTION. 

Barxzes & Co, voi Kent rd, Lead Glaziers and Glass 
Merchants High Court Pet Dec 31, 19.8 Ord Feb 2, 
1909 Res Mar 11,199 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Banugs, Jonx Meseptrs, Balcombe, Sussex, Auctioneer 
April6 at 12 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Bexyetr, Jauzs Covenpate, Mid labesnah, Coal Dealer 

3 at 11.30 Of Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 


Saves, Tuomas, Maesteg, Glam. Collier April 5 at 12.30 | 


Ree, ii7, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Biewry, B 4, 8t Martin's st, Leicester 2q, Licensed 
Victualler April 5 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Brrson, Tuomas, Watford, Stationer April 5 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 


Boorusy, Grouae, jun, Stockport, Cheshire, Cheese Factor | 


April 6 at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 


Stockport 
Baarruwairs, Hersert, Osgodby, nr Selby, . Farm | 
Hind be 


April6 at 3 Off Rec, The Ked House, D 





Jott, Fraepesicxk James, Keyham, Dev Bootmak 
April 5 at 12 7, Buck’ ter, "Pl mouth 

Kirsy, Tuomas Jounrn, Gre Gravelly Warwick, Baker 
April 7 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, . Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Krrsox, Wittiam James, oan Worcester, Baker April 
5 atil Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Di 

eer Epwarp Jour, Sileby Leicester, Baker April 5 
at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Lew ot Faxpanior, Swansea, Ship Broker Joe 6 at 3 

Rec, Government bldgs, Frog st, Swan: 

Luar, Freperic Witiiam, Twickenham ‘April 6 at 12 

| 4, Bedford row 

ae Basin, Sudbury, Suffolk April 16at2 Cups Hotel, 

chester 

Lovepay, Gzorcz Witu1amM Ernest, Dartmouth, Baker 
April7at11 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Luca, Perer, Sheffield, Grocer April 6 at12 Off Rec, 

| Figtree ln, Sheffield 

| McCram, Bin.y, Coram st, Bloomsbury, Music Hall Artiste 

April 5at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

| Newsury, Harey Baitrron, Cardi 7 Pruiterer April 5 at 
12 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

| Nota, Mary ARx, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietress April 5 
at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Ouiver, Joseua ‘Hurcunsom, Darlington, Commission 
Agent April 6at 1.15 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Patmer Broraers, South —_ Musical Instrument 
Dealers April 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Patox, Hector, Morpeth, Northumberland, Stock Broker 

| April 3 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
| Powerit, Gzorez, Warley, Worcester, Farmer April 7 





| as 2.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


| Retrsueeiper, Jacos, Sheffield, Cabinet Maker April 6 

at 12.3) Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield 

| Rimmer, Davin Eowarp, oy gg Plumber and Decor- 
ator April6 at12 Off Rec, 35. - Pen magy oe 

Rosrrts, Peres, Penmachno, Carnarvon, Quarry 

| April 7 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, ma 

| Saypers, Wiitu1amM Heway, Aston Manor, Warwick, Grocer 

April 6 a 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 





pl, York 

Brewer, James, Hanover House, Regent’s Park April 6 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Baipess, Wacter Hexry, Worcester, Baker April 3 at 11 
or 11, Copenhagen st, Worc-ster 

Buacn, N P, Gipsy bill, Norwood April 6 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy Carey st 

Case.tos, bigs, Groner, and Horace James Caseitox 

Kent, Market Gardeners April 7 at 10 115, 


‘st, 
Cova, 1LL1aM, Selly Park, Worcester, Journaliet April 6 
at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


Crappock, Airrep, Northampton, Market Gardener April 

Sati2 Off Rec, — st, —_———- 

Croziza, Capt Fraxx P, Powis eq, yswater, funy 
Captain April5ati1 Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 


Ccnsick, Atpert Beax, Thornton av, ~  aeop ape Provision 


April5at3 14, Bedford ro 
Dasie18, James, Hindsford, Atherton, Baker April 
6at3 19, re st, Bol 
Gaeaex, Antave, and Ferpericxk Brackwett, Gillingham, 
Kent, Butchers April 7 at 10.30 115, High st, 


Roche ster 
Gutzow, borsrt Cant Fairvraicn Tazopore, Upton, 


Bexley Heath 


biégs, Carey st 
Hamittos, Roverr, South Molton st, Tailor April 6 at | 
2.30 


bldge, Carey st 
Haxasy, Joux, udno, Labourer April 7 at 12.30 
bre, Eastgate’ row, Chester 
Hastizy, Joszrs, Manchester, File Cutter April 3 at 11 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Haypezs, Bewsauix Water, Herne Bay, Kent, Boarding 
a April 3 at 10.30 ” Ree, 684, Castile 


tienen, Gaorrazy CHARiEs, on ee a’ P Nerfolk, 
Farmer April 6 at 12.15 Off Reo, rinces st 


Hopesos, Hawzx Enwix, Bradford,"Engineer April 5 at 
11 Off Bec, 12, Dake st, Bradford 
Housr, Jon, Leicester April 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 47, st, Derby 


. Kent, Florist April 5 at 12 Bankruptey | 


| Surrz, Grover, Wolverhampton, Bootmaker April 6 at 
11.30 ff Ree, Wolverhamptom 

Srarr .ED, Wirstee James, Balsall Heath, Birmingham, 
Journeyman Baker April 7 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Corporation st, Birmio 

Taytor, Gzorer, and Exyesr Gaorce Tay.or, Swansea, 
Fruit Merchants April 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Govern- 
ment bldgs, Frog st, Swansea 

Tompson, GErorce FaepeRior, Great Hockham, Norfolk, 
— April Sat 12 Off Kec, 8, King st, Nor- 


wi 
Wanney, James Antaur, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, News- | 


paper Proprietor April 6 at ll Of Ree, Bridge st, 
Northampton 
Warers, Georce, Porteea, Hants, Grocer April 6 at 3 
Off Kec, Cambridge Ji ee High st, Portsmouth 
| Wess, Wiit1am CuHaRves, utbampton, Boot Dealer 
April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
W: = ean Ws Leeds, T. 
IGGLEsSwoRTH, WILLIAK, 3 ‘amner A 7 at 12 
Wasenr, Bian?, Sang, ee a 
RIGHT, HARRY, > river A Satiz Off 
Rec, 47, Fali st, Derby pril 
Amended a. Ly meee! for Got pabliched in the 
ndon Gazette of F. 
ae hence, Bolton, Fish Dealer (as previously 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apaus, Caartzs Woop, Matlock, Derby, Sad 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 oe Ser Sete 
Apams, Peacy, Brentford, Grocer Brentford Pet Feb 23 
Ord Mar 22 


Acourtresn, J AL Leighton Buzzard, Furniture Dea! 
a Court ~ ‘et Feb 19 Pet Mar 23 teller oa 
DREWS, WALTER, "i Gress We 
Nottingham “4 otts, Labourer 


ar 2 
lamorgan, Collier 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 Caster Pet 


B:oes, Joux Witttam, Gaydon, ty ey Licensed ~ 

‘ tualler Warwi ick Pet Mar 23 Ord rd Mar 23 bi 
ae, ‘somas Winter, Newcastle on 

| castleon Tyne Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 23 Tyne -. 


| Bevan, Tuomas, Maesteg, 
Ma 





~~ ee Cheese Factor 
et Mar 9 Ord 


Boss, Auxxanper, Piccadilly, Theatrical ent Hi 

: Guurt Pet Jan'@ Ord Mar 290 2 igh 

RAITHWAITE ERBERT, or! arm Hi 
Vouk Pek Maras” Ord Boe 20° ” 


Caste.trox, CULMER | Ane and nated James CasEtton, 
Eri ent, et Gardeners Rochester Pet Mar 29 
Ord Mar 22 

CuaeteswortH, May, Bod Erw, St Asaph High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Mar 23 


Gortisr, Joserps, Lower Cyto, Manchester, House 
Furnisher Manchester 22 Ord Mar 22 


Daniz.s, AM Hindsfor3, Atherston; Lane’, Baker 

Bolton Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Dyxe, Wiiuiam Joux, Dudley, Worcester, Umbrella 
Maker D Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Gow.ayp, ALFRED — Neville’s a nr Durham, 
Grocer Durham Pet Mar9 Ord Mar? 

Haase, Joun Cuuistian, Essendine rd, Paddington, Tailor 
High Court Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Hamitron, Ropert, South Molton st, Tailor High Court 

Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

ae oreo sey Enanest, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet Mar 

23 


Boorusy, Grorce, jun, Stock 
Stockport P. 


Hovesron, os Doucxworrts, poten, Lancs, Draper 
Bolton Pet Feb18 Ord Mar 

Howe, ArTaur, Wolverhampton, General Hardware 
Dealer Wolverhampton Pet Mar24 O d Mar 2% 

Hont, ALFRED, Ty . Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Mar3 Ocd Mar 23 

Jeyxins, Wii.1am, Mountain Ash, Glam, Miner Aberdare 
Pet Mar22 Ord Mar «2 


Jouxsox, Ropeat Fostza Mase, Worcester Park, Surrey, 
Clerk Croydon Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 22 

Joxzs, Joun, Ammanfi Carmarthen, Draper Carmar- 
then Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 

Jones, Jonn Gerorax, Farndon, Cheshire, Boat House 
Proprietor Ohester Pet Mar23 Ord Ma r 23 

Kerarwes, Samuet Wi180y, Birchtields, Handsworth, Staf- 
ford Birmin 


Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 
Krasy, Tuomas Joseru, Grave _ Warwick, Baker 
Birmingham Pet Mar 18 
Legon, Groner, Newhall, Derby, Ligeneod Victualler Bur- 
tonon Trent Pet Mar23 O:d Mar 23 
Loz, poet Sudbury, Suffolk Colchester Pet Mar 23 


Ord 
MoCiats, oo Coram st, Bloomsbury, Musical Hall 
Artiste High Court Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
Mastix, Ernest, King’s Heath, Worcester, Newsagent 
Birmingham Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
Morom, Epwarp James, and Sioxgy Morpiy, Hatch End, 
iddlesex, Dairymen St Albans Pet Jan7 Ord Mar 


23 
Newsery, Hargny Bairron, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 


Pato, Hector, Newcastle on Tyne, Stockbroker New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 

Payryz, Groner, Cubitt Town, — Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 22 

Piysox, Tuomas, Lichfield, Coal Dealer Walsall Pet Mar 
19 Ord Mar 19 


Paizsttaxp, Witt1am, Church Gresley, Dasty. Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 

Rarxes, Evizasetu, Luton, Bedford, Siraw Hat Manufac- 

RB turer atom es anne ane ine 08 ber Li 1 

muvee, Davip pinay By uthport, Plumber Liverpoo! 

et Mar5 Ord Mar 24 

Guia Tuomas, Kingswood, nr Wotton under Edge, 
Glos, Baker Gloucester Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Geecen.’ JAMES, os Lancs, Cotton Merchant Man- 

—--chester Pet Fi Ord Mar 24 

Srayiey, Fe acon "Wave pest, Brick Merchant 
Norwich Pet Mar 22 Grd Mar 

Tay or, Gzoros, and Eenzer Gronoe Taytor. Swansea, 
Frui te Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Tuomas, Joszra, Derby, General Dealer Derby Pet Mar 
24 Ord Mar%& 

Tuomas, Witt1am, Pembroke Dock, Grocer P.mbroke 
Dock Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar23 

TuomsEtt, oe i >} sony age go Mast, Fish 
Dealer Canterbury P et Mar 23 Ord Mar 2 


Waters, Guonrce, eg Hants ata Portemouth 
et Mar22 Ord Mar 22 
Wauirttaxone, WitiiAm, 8t Helens, Lancs, Farmer Liver- 
Pet Mar 3 


Webs, Wr Wituam Cuanies, Southampton, Boot Dealer 
thampton Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 23 
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Capital, 


231—232, STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 


Write for particulars. 





THE 





£1,000,000. 


TRUSTEES { 


FIRE INSURANCE. 


LADY DAY RENEWALS 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LTD., 
Subscribed Capital, 








CHAIRMAN: J, FIELD BEALE, Solicitor. 





PROFIT-SHARING POLICIES. 
THE PERFECT SYSTEM OF FIRE INSURANCE. 


HENRY M. LOW, General Manager. 


Applications for Agencies are specially invited from members of the Legal Profession. 





NOW DUE. 


TuE Hon. Mr. Justice CHANNELL. 
THE Hon. Mr. JusticE BARGRAVE DEANE. 
THE Hon. ALFRED E. GATHORNE-HARDY. 


£500,000. 


a | ns ; 








Wiaeiesworta, Maly - ipa Leeds, Tanner Leeds Ord 
Mars O:d Mar 
Wiisaree, Coaa_es = Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
bam Pet Mar24 Ord Mar 24 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 23: 
Kyout, Joszrx, Bristol, Watchmaker Bristol Pet Mar 19 


Ord Mar 19 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDERS 5 Say pes 

Lezou, Joszru, Norton Way, Letchworth, Hertford, 
Builder High Court Rec Ord Jan 25,1908 Adjud Feb 
19,1908 Annul and Reso Mar 24, 1 98 

Kennepy, Wituiam, Shield eld, Newcastle on 
Horse Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Rec Ord Nov 28, 
= Adjud Nov 28, 1890 Annul and Resc Mar 18, 


London Gaxetie—Torspay, March 30, 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
Attion, Micuart, Harrow, Adaptor of Teeth 8t Albans 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 
dren, & Hersert, Leeds, Cartman Leeds Pet Mar 24 


Bantow, Litrorp Artnur, Gerrick st, Covent garden, 
Manager to 3 Theatrical Agent High Court Pet Mar 


Bess, Lucy ExazaBets, Newtown, Mont , Innkeeper 
ewtown Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar se 


N 

Bevan, Wa.Ter, Gateshead, Toy _yunenen Newcastle on 

bod x Salas Nt, Pi 

14G8, ur . eet ter High Court 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar uf ” - 

Biro, <oaeg, 88 St Peter's, Thanet, Kent, Bootmaker 
Canterbury Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Bev, S:zene. goal Watford, Chemist St Albans Pet 

ar 3 r 

Bagese, EDWARD STANLEY, Woodlands, Conway, Carnarvon 
Fishmonger Bangor "Pot Mar 23 Ord Mar 25 ‘ 

Bursa, Wien. Walsall, Hame eiabaee’ Walsall 

C aire or oe 

HAMPERS, WILLIAM ill, Bradf Brad- 
ford Pet Mari Ord Maroon ae 

Cuaver, Waursr, pa Farina Merchant Bradford 


Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 
Shacheston, or P ao, k, Miner 
field Pet Mar25 Ord Ma far 2 ne: 
Dyron, Rosert, — Tea Merchant St Albans Pet 
Mar 97 Ord Mar 


powen ae, fag *hullders Wandsworth Pet Mar 8 


Forse, James Wii: Ww Pictare Frame Maker 
Gair De Pec mix 28 ord Mae 

ritus, Davin yay biswesl, lan ngendsire Carmar- 
J Carmarthen P. Pot Mar36 rd Mar 23 
a Ona Bnghton, Grocer Brighton Pet Mar 


Lussrr, Sg Hereford rd, Bayswater High Court 
Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 24 

Moraay, ales Kpmonp, Leeds, Game Dealer Leeds 
Pet Mar 25 25 

Nortor, Joun, Terrington Saint Clement, Norfolk, Inn- 
keeper King’s Lynn Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

Pirermm, Hasgetett, Wereham, Norfolk, Market Gar- 
dener King’siynn Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 

Porz, Sypney Ketway, Southampton, Architect South- 
ampton Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 2/7 

Rowse, Joun, sen, Formby, eee Cab Proprietor 
Liverpool Pet Mar 26. Ord 

Roaca, Wit.iam, Exeter, Wesateors Surgeon Exeter 
Pet Mari5 Ord Mar 35 

Roserts, ARNOLD, yo mee~| Electrical Engineer Bradford 
Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

Rouesacu, Farepraica Lupwie, Grove rd, Brixton, 
Provision igh Court Pet Mar 26 Ord 


Saunpers, Witt1am Ancuimepes, Wolverham Phono- 
graph Dealer Wolverhampton Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 


26 
Suizips, Harry, Fulham Palace rd, Hammersmith, Public 
house Manager High Court Pet Feb19 Ord Mar 25 
Stevens, Joseru, Stafford, Baker Stafford Pet Mar 8 
Ord Mar 22 
Sutton, Atrrep, Lever st, 8t Luke's, Confectioner High 
Court Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 25 
Tay.or, Josuva, Gorton, , Coal Dealer Man- 
cheater Pet Mar 26° Urd Mar 26 
Tayion, Wiitiam Farpeniox, Miskin, ey eas 
cle Dealer Aberdare Pet =. 
Tromas, WuusamM Avsery, Lianfair, Pe ge 
Schoolmaster Bangor Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 
Towsssan, Epwiy, Somerton, ee, Cycle Agent 
Yeovil Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 
Vaxoon, Feanx Aurrep, Handsworth, 
er Birmingham Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 
Wappineuam, Faepenick, Great Grimeby, Pork Butcher 
Ww bag» E> ce eis Tobacconist Reading 
1Le8s, ARTHUR Epwarp, . To 
Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 23 
Woopwaap, Groner Tromas, Darn Hill Farm, Heywood, 
Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 
Warieat, Bsetiz Epwin, Lowestoft, Grocer’s Assistant 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


seer War man, rorgneme Moorgreen, Greasley, Notts, Labourer 
pril7 at 12 Off Reo, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nowing- 


= 
as > Henpeat, Leeds, Cartman April7atli Off 
> st 
Baatow, LiLrorsp ‘ARTRUR Paatt, Garrick st, Covent 
to a Theatrical April 8 at 


‘ a 
u Ca. st 
Barry, Joun Ha BOLD one and Norwan Victor 
apy Bans Merchants 





Jonze, Joux Anraur, Lonlas Skewen, Miner 
Neath Pet Mar 36 Ord Mar son? sm oe! 


Bess, Lucy Ex.izasera, prtg: = Montgomery, Inn- 
keeper April 15 at 10.30 1, Hig Fo we Newtown 

Biaes, C HW, ct, Fleet st, Printer April 8 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidga, st 

Birxaeap, Geores Wi.i1aM, Littletown, — roe. 
Corpora‘ Depsbury on 

Baresz, Epwarp Srawiey, Conway, Carnarvon, Fish- 
ao April 7 at 2.15 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

BurtonsHaw, Wit.14m, Crowle, Lincs, Solicitor April 7 at 
3.80 Off Reo, Figtree In, 

Cuampers, Witu14m, Eccleshill, Bradford, Builder April 
1 1 Off 12, Duke st, Bradford 

h, Yorks, Baker April 7 


Openshaw, Manchester, House 
Farnicher April7 at 2.39 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Geaven, Teno Demtonk, Sasten Merchant Seer. 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
baa Joux, Ses eee, ae April 7 at” 








Horfield, Corn 
April 7 at 11.30 "Of Reo, 96, Baldwin st, Bristol 


31 Off Reo, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
ove, © Wituam Jonx, Dudley, Worcester, Umbrella 
- Maker April 7 at 12 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton 
Frowsn, C & J, Kew, Builders April 7 at 11.90 132, York 
estminster 


rd, 
Garratt, Faanx, ae A Tatil Off Reo, 
Pal pril 4, 


N 
Ginsox, Jan, Knott , Glue Manufacturer 
Zat3 Off Rec, st, Manchester 
Gairriras, fone, nee aah Neath, Ca'tle Salesman 
April 8 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, Frog st, 
Haass, Jonx Cuatstiax, Essendine Paddington, 
Tailor April 7 at 11 bantreptr be Carey st 


Queen's 
Kou Soar, Bra, We'eh atchmaker April 7 at 11.45 Of 
Laon, Laonanb, Hereford ra, Bayowater, Jeweller April 8 
Pt 


_Bayeorater April § at 2.90 
Lavra, Tatas Peere Weck Farm, W Wadsworth, nr 


Ciglen Bre, orks, Farmer April 7 at 3 Off Wee, 
ee Cy 
vet iLS) Of Ben a Bole lee Oe Ave 












. 


a 
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Nevitiz, Witt1aM Henry, Luton, Tailor April 7 at,.12 
Off Rec, Bridge st, a 

Ovixetoy, Eaton & Co, Miles In, Cannon st, Merchants 
April7 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Paser, Roseet Davin, Holyhead, Grocer April7 at 2.30 
Cry pt chmbrs, te row, Chester 

Ranxrarp, Ropert Henry, Market Rasen, Lincs, Joiner 
April 8 at 12.15 Off Reo, 31, Silver st. Lincoln 

Roserts, Aanoip, Rawdon, Yorks, Electrical Engineer 
April 8at3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

ma OE a — a ange Provision 
Dealer at il ptcy , Carey st 

ar ~ fag Tuomas, — oa ecteematih, 

ouse Manager 7 at 1il Bankrupt 

bidge, Carey st = sie 

Smrsonx, Tuomas, Kingswood, nr Wotton under Edge, Glos, 
Draper April7 atil Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Spruce, James, Southport, Cotton Merchant April 7 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Srastey, Wittiam Wap, Norwich, Brick Merchant 
April7 at4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Surtox, Atrrep, Lever st, St Luke’s Confectioner April 7 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Joszrn, Derby, General Dealer April 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, ar 

Tuomas, Wii, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Grocer 
April7 at3 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Warrramore, Wit.1am, 8t Helen’s, Lancs, Farmer April 7 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Woopwarp, Georce Tuomas, Darn Hill Farm, Heywood, 
Lanes, Farmer Aprill4at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Weicat, Bertiz Epwix, Lowestoft, Grocer’s Assistant 
Apri 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arion, Mionart, Harrow, Adaptor of Teeth St Albans 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

AppLeyarD, Hexpert, Leeds, Cartman Leeds Pet Mar 
24 Ord Mar 24 

Bastow, Li.rorp Artuur Pratt, Garrick st, Covent 
Garden, Manager to a Theatrical Agent High Court 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Bess, Lucy Exizazets, Newtown, Mon'gomery, Innkeeper 
Newtown PetMar26 Ord Mar 26 

Bevan, Water, Gateshead, General Merchant Newcastle 
on e Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Bieny, Bert ALExanper, St Martin st, Leicester eq, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 


25 
Bitsoy, Taomas, Watford, Stationer Bt Albans Pet Mar 
19 Ord Mar 23 


Bina, Joszra, jun, St Peter's, Thanet, Kent, Bootmaker 
Canterbury Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 
Biav, AtBert Epwarp, Watford, Chemist St Albins 
Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
Biackuore, Hewex Janes, Port Talbot, Glam, Grocer 
Neath and Aberavon Pet Mari12 OrdMar 27 
ReEse, Epwarp Sraxiey, Conway, Carnarvon, Fish- 
mon, Bangor Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar v5 
Buscu, ATHANIEL Prxxuam, Fenchurch st, Dealer in Pro- 
—— Articles High Court Pet Mar 3 Ord 


Borer, Wit11aM, Walsall, Hame Manufactu 
Giaik Was, bee Farina iain aa 
me. oy al —— nr Pontefract, Yorks, Miner 
Drew, Rosser, St Altnar, Teo Mensient St Albans Pet 

Mar27 Ord Mar27 - 


Forsr, James WitL1am, Weymo i 3 
Pag ey 
Giana ae ieabeuan Clerk Eastbourne Pet 
oan On , Freperick Grorce Buackweti 
= oo, Kent, Butchers Rochester Pet Mar 9 
Gairritas, Davin, Rhydybiswell, L'angendeirne, Carmar- 
Bg A EEE 
Hovosos, Lixxny Eowin, Bradford, Engi 
soubrnaiort Bet Reb 18 Ord Mar _ etadinge lances 
Pet Feb 25 Ori Mar 27 


a, 
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BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
82, Moorgate Street, E,C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1.A., Manager and Actuary. 





Assets : 
£6,500,000 


April 3, 1909. _ 


INTERESTS 
REVERSIONS 


(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. 
Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 


Upon Security of Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 


Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 














Murray, Gzoraz Epucnp, Leeds, Game Dealer Leeds 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 : 
Nevittz, Wituram Hexey, Luton, Tailor Luton Pet 

ar 23 Ord Mar 27 

Gasaie. Joux, Terrington St Clement, Norfolk, Innkeeper 
King’s Lynn Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Pater, CHasLes Joux, and Arrave Pacmer, South 
Shields, Durham, Musical Instrument Dealers New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 26 : 

Pitcaim, Hargiet, Wereham, Norfolk, Market Gardener 
King's Lynn Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

Porr, Sypszy Ke.way, Southampton, Architect South- 
ampton Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 : f 

Rimmer, Jouy, sen, Formby, Lancs, Cab Proprietor Liver- 

Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 


1 . * 
Renae’, Arxoup, Bradford, Electrical Engineer Brad- 


ord Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar26 ~ 
oem Joux, Llandudno, Commercial Traveller Bangor 
Pet Mar 2 Ord Mar 26 : 
Roursacn, Fatspaicn Lupwic, Grove rd, Brixton, Pro- 
vision Dealer High Court Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 
SauspeRs, WILLIAM ARCHIMEDES, Wolverhampton, Phono- 
graph Dealer Wolverhampton Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 


26 
Tomas, Fulham Palace rd, Hammer- 

7 Public House Manager HighCourt Pet Feb 19 

Ord Mar 27 E . 
Suits, Harry James, Slough, Grocer Windsor Pet Fe 

Ord Mar 24 

Sco, Josuva, Gorton, Manchester, Coal Dealer Man- 

chester Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 ; 

Tayztor, WitLiaM FREDERICK, Miskin, Mountaio Ash, Glam, 
Cycle Dealer Aberdare Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 
Tuomas, WiLLIaM AUBBEY, Lianfaer PG, Anglesey, School, 

master Bangor Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 
Tuousox, Antaor T M, Coram st High Court Pet Jan 2 
2% : 
Sean Epwrx, Somerton, Somerset, Cyele Agent Yeovil 
Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 a 
, Faepenicx, Gt Grimsby, Pork Butcher 
Wavmimaby Pet Mar 26° Ord Mar 26 











The Oldest Insurance 
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Copsed from Poliey dated 1728. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





a WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Office in the World. 


| N FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710. 
Heap Orrice: 

63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


SULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROF.TS. 





oe EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BURGLARY, 


CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





Wuirs, Witiiam, 8t Leonard’s on Sea, Sussex, Builder 
ings Pet Feb1it O:d Mar 26 
Woopwarp, Georer Tuomas. Darn Hill Farm, Heywood, 
Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 
Weaicat, Bertir Epwis, Lowestoft, Grocer's Assistant Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 


To SOLICITORS AND OTHERS.—Any 

Solicitor or other person having prepared a Wii'l, 
probably dated in the year 1905 or the year 1906, for Mr, 
John Clark, formerly of St. Hilda’s, Westwood-road, 
Sydenham, but late of Holly House, Backhurat Hiil, 
Estex, and who died on the lst February, 19:9, at Holly 
House, Buckhurst Hill, Easex, aforesaid, and who whe 
sogineer to the West Ham Gas Comoany, is requested to 
communicate with Messrs. Hzrworrs & Co., 16, South- 
street, Finebary, E.C., Solicitors, with as little delay as 
possible. 


AW.—To provincial firm of Solicitors 

requiring London Offixe.—A Solicitor of mature 

and varied experience, with offices in the City, could 

undertake entire or partial Control of provincial firm's 

London Business, on terms to be arranged.—Addre-s, 

Box 869, care of “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C, 


f(‘O SULICITORS.—Re Trustee v, Bank 

Manager.—Required, the services of a Solicitor 
who is wiilli to sue for the Trustee the said Bank 
Manager and him solely and individually, with a view to 
enable the said Trustee to obtain an order of a King’s 
Juage to inspect the accounts kept at the Bank as a 
trust,—Address, Kame@anoo, care of Barker & Oo., 2, 
Castle-court, Birchin-lane, E.O, 


QOLtorros offers to share with profes- 
sional man excellent saite of first-floor Offices in 
Gray’s-inn; large private room vacant; us3 of general 
office, telep.one,&c. ; clerk’s a:sistance if desired ; terms 
moderate.—Write, Rex, care of Reynell’s Advertise 
ment Offices, 44, Uhancery-lane, W.C. 


QHORTHAND-TYPIST (male) (Reming- 
ton), experienced, seeks Re-engagement; 
knowledge French.—Lex,6, Ruby-road, Walthamstow. 


ADY, with one little girl, wishes to hear 

4 of another to share her nursery; highest legal and 

medical referecces.—Write “L, H.,” care of * Solicitors’ 
Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


UITES of CHAMBERS, immediately 
opp site the Law Courts, over London and West- 
minster £aak, 218, Strard, W.U., well suited for solici 
tors ; divided in lsrge and smal! portions to suit venacts; 
at :easonable rents, including ay! to Messrs. 
Beowrts & Taytor, Anctioneers, 9, arwick-coart, 
High Holborn, W.C., and Messrs. WeaTaeRace & Guess, 
Anctioneers, 22, Chancery Ine, W.0. 


’ jwo Ground-Fioor Rooms (frout and back) 
in Gray’sinn to Let; rent very low.—App'Js 
Hovsgxeerss, 7, Gay’s-ino-place, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 


W} to £1,000; interest 2s. 6d. in the £ 
£ for agreed period.—W. Jackson, 70, Plymouth 
grove, Manchester. 
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